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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, Lincotn’s INN Fietps, Lcnpon, W.C, 
Policies indisputable. and unconditional. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 



































a NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
ge 
at Entry. 
Five. | Ten. | Twenty. | Thirty. | Forty: 
bl ep alec Nace } as 
| 
| 
ea 1 £ 2 68. £ 8. £ 8 
20 103 | 191 10 431 0 *736 0 *1,022 
30 112 0 11 464 10 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 12440 | 232 0 525 10 1,343 10 
50 147 | 276 10 *626 10 91,1986 0 =| —s. canoes 
60 197 10 872 0 . 2 fe eee ee le 
EXAMPLE.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than 80 per cent. ‘ 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future pecusieme, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits, 

NOW READY, in Two Handy Vols., demy 8vo, price 20s., cloth, 
THE 


ANNUALCOUNTY COURTS PRACTICE, 1890. 


FOUNDED ON 
POLLOCK & NICOL’S & HEYWOOD’S PRACTICES OF 
THE COUNTY COURTS, 


Vol. I, Contains the Jurisdiction and Practice under the County Courts Act, 
1888, the Bills of Exchange Act, and the eg > Liability Act. with 
p= —- the New Rules of Practice, Forms, and Tables of Fees 
an Osts. 

Vol. II. Contains the Jurisdiction and Practice under Acts other than the above, 
and the Jurisdiction under the Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts, together 
with the Statutes, Rules of Practice, Forms, and Fees ; also the provi- 
sions affecting County Courts of the Lunacy Acts Amendment Act, and 
other Acts passed last Session. 


By GEORGE WASHINGTON HEYWOOD 
Judge of the Manchester and Salford County Court, 
N.B.—The Volumes are sold separately. Vol, I., price 16s.; Vol. II., price 6s. 











SWEET & MAXWELL, LIMITED, 
8, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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TOTAL ASSETS, £2,271,587. 
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“VOL. XXXIV, No. 22. . 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, MARCH 29, 1890. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue meeting of metropolitan solicitors to concert measures with 
regard to the Land Transfer Bill took place on Tuesday last, and 
committees were established for every metropolitan and suburban 
constituency. The organization is therefore now quite complete, 
and will take action as soon as the Bill is introduced, in the event 
of its being of a compulsory character. We understand that there 
was complete unanimity among those who were present in feeling 
it to be their bounden duty to oppose the introduction of a new 
compulsory system of conveyancivg, while they were prepared to 
give the Bill a fair trial if introduced as a voluntary measure. Mr. 
Laxe claimed that Mr. Batrovur, the Chief Secretary for Ireland, 
was evidently adverse to compulsion if his speech on introducing 
the Land Purchase (Ireland) Bill was to be taken asa guide, and 
he read the following extract from that speech :— 

“Ought the Land Bill to be compulsory? The House is aware, from 
what has been said elsewhere, that the answer we give to that question is 
in the negative. In our opinion the Land Bill ought not to be com- 
pulsory, but should be voluntary, and I can give reasons to the House 
which, I think, will convince them that the conclusion we have arrived at is 
the right conclusion. In the first place, it will be admitted that compulsion 
should be used very sparingly any purpose—nothing but necessity 
justifies it.” 

We think it will not be easy for the Government to shew any 
necessity for ones the adoption of a system at present 
untried, and for which no public demand exists, unless it be the 
fact—as solicitors fear it will be found to be the fact—that the 
system, far from being attractive and beneficial, will impose a 
heavy burden on landowners, and seriously hamper the present 
transaction of business. 





From rae Easter Vacation notice, which will be fourd in another 
column, the days on which Mr. Justice Denman will sit as Vaca- 
tion Judge in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers between the 3rd 
and 14th of April can be ascertained. 





Tur witness actions heard by the several judges of the Chan- 
Division during the present sittings have not made a very 
cerious impression on the list as it stood at the commencement. 
Taken in round numbers, there were 400 witness actions in the 
lists of the five judges, and about 104 have been disposed of, leav- 
ing as remanets 296, in addition to any which may have been set 
down during the sittings. As usual, Mr. Justice Kexewicu has 
disposed of nearly half the witness actions which have been heard. 





Ir 1s unpERstoop that the periodical attendances of the Lord 
Chancellor at the sittings of the Court of Appeal No. 2 are for the 
sole purpose of hearing Cc yweore under the Lunacy jurisdiction 
of the Lords Justices. His lordship will by this means obtain an 
insight into the mode in which this jurisdiction is administered in 
court, and his knowledge thus acquired will be of service in 
another place. We do not, however, hear that his lordship has 
been supplementing this by taking lessons of experience as to the 
working of this jurisdiction in chambers. 





22 
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Tux Stanpive Commirrer of the House of Lords would seem to 
be composed of noble lords who delight in a practical joke. 
We have repeatedly drawn attention to the provisions of the Public 
Trustee Bill concentrating legislative and cther authority in the 
Lord Chancellor. There was one clause, however (clause 5 (1) of 
the Bill as originally printed), which was in terms inconsistent 
with the general tenor of the Bill in this respect. It provided 
that “‘the Treasury, with the concurrence of the Lord Chancellor, 
shall appoint a fit person to the office of public trustee during 
pleasure.” In practical effect it might not perhaps be inconsistent 
with the rest of the Bill, but it threw the main responsibility 
for the appointment on the Treasury. When the committee, 
in the course of their consideration of the Bill, reached this 
clause, it was proposed that it should be amended s0 as to 
cast the responsibility for the appointment directly on the Lord 
Chancellor. The nolo episcopari of this officer was, however, 
most decided ; he strongly opposed the alteration, and is stated to 
have voted against it, but it was nevertheless carried, it is said, by 
16 to 1—the solitary one being the Lord Chancellor. It is possible 
that an attempt may be made, when the Bill returns to the House, 
to reverse the decision of the committee, and we shall then hear the 
arguments on both sides. At present it seems as though the 
committee were determined to outdo the Lord Chancellor himself 
in making his powers (and responsibility) under the Bill absolute 
and complete. 


A case or Re Smith, Pinsent, & Co. (reported elsewhere) 
throws useful light on some embarrassing questions which have 
arieen with regard to the construction of Rule (2). of Schedule I., 
Part 1, of the Remuneration Order. That rule only applies where an 
ineffectual sale and a subsequent effectual sale can be conducted 
by the eame solicitor ; hence where the solicitor is changed after 
an abortive sale, the remuneration of the former solicitor will be 
under Schedule II. (Re Dean, Ward vy. Holmes, 32 Ch. D. 209). 
In the recent case the same solicitors had been employed in two 
abortive sales. There had been no change of solicitors, but, never- 
theless, the solicitors claimed to be entitled to remuneration under 
Schedule II. in respect of both sales. The taxing master considered 
that the effect of this might be to give the solicitors ‘“‘twice or 
thrice as much es they would be entitled to under the scale if the 

had been sold, and also to enable them to receive at a 
subsequent period the scale charge when the property was disposed 
of,” and he disallowed all the items under Schedule II. The 
solicitors rejoined that it did not follow that they would be the 
solicitors who would be employed to sell the property at a future 
time ; and if they were, they would have to allow against the costs 
then payable to them the charges now made. Mr. Justice Cuirry 
upheld this contention. He thought that the solicitors were not 
bound to wait to be paid for their services until the property had 
been disposed of, and that they were entitled to remuneration 
under Schedule II., and that if they were in fact employed upon 
an effective sale at a future time, they would then be paid “ on a 
quantum meruit basis, and not on the scale charge,” or if they 
asked to be paid on the scale charge they would have to bring into 
secount the remuneration they had already received. 


Last Tcrspar’s London Gazette contains the Order in Council, 
dated the 21st inst., required by section 2 of the Extradition Act, 
1870, to apply the provisions of the Extradition Acts to the new 
Convention with the United States. The Order embodies the terms 
of the Convention, which it now appears is, in form, supplemental 
to the Ashburton Treaty, and adds to the limited number of crimes 
therein mentioned oa ent g additional crimes :— 

1. Manslaughter when voluntary. 

2. Counterfeiting or altering ; uttering or bringing money into 
Greulstion counterfeit or altered money. 

%. Embezzlement; larceny; receiving any money, valuable 
security, or other property, knowing the same to have been embez. 
aed, stolen, or fraudulently obtained. 

4. Vrand by « bailee, banker, sgent, factor, trustee, or director 
or member of officer of any company, made criminal by the laws of 
both countries. 

5. Verjury, or eubornation of perjury. 

6. Rape ; abduction; child stealing ; kidnapping. 





7. Burglary ; housebreaking or shopbreaking. 

8. Piracy by the law of nations. 

9. Revolt, or conspiracy to revolt, by two or more persons on 
board a ship on the high seas, against the authority of the master; 
wrongfully sinking or destroying a vessel at sea, or attempting to 
do so; assaults on board a ship on the high seas, with intent to do 
grievous bodily harm. 

10. Crimes and offences against the laws of both countries for 

the suppression of slavery and slave-trading. 
It is provided that extradition is also to take place for participa- 
tion in any of the crimes mentioned in the Convention, or in the 
former treaty, provided such participation be punishable by the 
laws of both countries. The operation of the Extradition Acts is 
suspended within the Dominion of Canada, so far as relates to the 
United States and the new Convention, so long as the provisions of 
an Extradition Act passed by the Parliament of Canada in 1886 
continue in force. 





Tue veciston of Cave and A. L. Surrn, JJ., in Ev parte 
Jones, Re Jones (reported elsewhere), is a useful commentary 
on the decision of the Court of Appeal and the House of 
Lords in Block’s case (37 W. R. 259, 19 Q. B. D. 39, 13 App. 
Cas. 570), and qualifies the dicta there attributed to some of 
the judges. Under section 28 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, upon hearing a bankrupt’s application for his dischurge, 
the court shall take into consideration a report of the official 
receiver as to his “‘ conduct and affairs,” and thereupon may either 
grant or refuse an absolute order of discharge, or suspend the 
operation of the order, or grant it subject to conditions as to sub- 
sequent income or after-acquired property. So far, the section 
contains nothing to limit the conduct or affairs of the bankrupt to 
which the court is to have regard in the exercise of the discretion 
thus conferred upon it; but there immediately follows a proviso 
which it has been suggested may have some such effect. This 
refers, first, to cases where the bankrupt has committed some 
misdemeanour, either under the Act of 1883 or Part II. of the 
Debtors Act, 1869—and here the court shall refuse a discharge ; 
and, secondly, to cases where he has committed any of the offences 
enumerated in sub-section (3) of the same section—viz., not keep- 
ing proper books of account, continuing to trade with knowledge of 
insolvency, contracting debts without reasonable probability of being 
able to pay them, &c. Upon proof of any of these offences, the above 
discretion of the court is replaced by a direction that it shall either 
refuse the order, or suspend its operation, or grant it subject to 
conditions. A perusal of the former part of the section together 
with the proviso, by no means gives the impression that the 
absolute discretion at first given is altogether replaced by the 
subsequent special discretion in relation to cases under sub- 
section (3), and indeed the dicta referred to do not go to this 
extent, since they contemplate that, if no offence has been com- 
mitted under this sub-section, reference may be made, at any rate, 
to section 24, which requires the bankrupt to assist the official 
receiver in realizing his property. Thus Lord Esuex said that the 
ecnduct which the court was to take into consideration, if not 
specified in section 28, must be something described in section 24. 
Lopes, L.J., said that “‘ conduct” in section 28 must be construed by 
reference to section 24, and Lord Macwacuren appeared to intimate 
that in a case not specified in section 28 it was necessary to rely 
upon section 24. It is clear, therefore, that none of these judges 
thought that the discretion of the court was limited under the 
proviso to the cases enumerated in sub-section (3), and the only 
question is, why, failing an offence here, they so expressed them- 
selves as to make it appear that it was only permissible to refer to 
section 24. The answer to this is clearly the ono given in the 
recent judgment—namely, that their minds were directed to the 
circumstances of the very peculiar case before them. A bankrupt 
had refused to submit to a medical examination which was required 
for the purpose of taking out a policy upon his life, and so confer- 
ring a new value upon a contingent reversionary iaterest to which 
he was entitled. on of course, there was no offence under 
section 24 (4), and hence all the judgments necessarily assume that 
it was possible, in spite of this, to exercise the general discretion 
under the earlier part of section 28 (2). There was obviously, 
however, a fear lest the dislike which was felt to the conduct of 
the bankrapt should make this discretion too wide, and base it 
upon circamstances which were merely matters of moral disappro- 
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bation. Accordingly, the Act was searched to find whether a duty 
to submit to examination was really imposed upon him, and as this 
was to be found, if anywhere, in section 24, to that section only 
allusion was made. The result was that, inasmuch as the new 
value to be conferred on the reversionary interest was no property 
of the bankrupt, he was under no duty with regard to it. While, 
then, the dicta in question are not inappropriate as applied to the 
case which produced them, it is clear that they must be explained 
by its special circumstances, and are not to be understood as imply- 
ing that the court can only qualify an order of discharge where an 
offence has been committed under section 28 (3) or section 24. 
The fact is that the House of Lords considered that the latter 
section lets in the consideration of all other matters which can 
properly be said to concern the conduct of the bankrupt in relation 
to the bankruptcy, and these last words seem to give the only 
feasible limitation upon the discretion which the court is to 
exercise. 





Tue case of Johnson v. Wild (which we report elsewhere) 
appears to be the first decision that an underlessee of a portion of lease- 
hold land is under no equitable liability to contribute to the holder 
of another portion who has been compelled to pay the rent of the 
whole. From the remarks made by the judges in Hunter v. Hunt 
(1 C. B. 300) it might have been supposed that in equity there 
would have been such a liability. There the plaintiff and defend- 
ant were underlessees at distinct rents of portions of land, the 
whole of which was held under one original lease at an entire rent. 
The plaintiff paid the whole rent under a threat of distress, and 
then sought to recover a proportion from the defendant as money 
paid to his use ; but, as the pleadings did not shew that he had 
any goods on the premises liable to distress, and as he was under 
no personal liability to the original lessor himself, the court dis- 
missed the action, on the ground that there was nothing to shew 
a payment to his use, at the same time suggesting that the 
proper remedy was in equity. Mr. Justice Curry, however, 
appears to be of a different opinion, and probably the only 
remedy is in more careful conveyancing. In the recent 
case before him, B., the original lessee, had mortgaged one 
part of the land to C. by assignment of the term, and another 
part to D by way of sub-demise. Both C. and D. took cove- 
nants from B. for payment of the rent and for indemnity; but 
these turned out to be worthless, and when the original lessor 
compelled C., as in the above case, by threat of distress, to pay 
the whole rent, C.’s only chance of recouping himself was to obtain 
contribution from D., and for this purpose the action was brought. 
At first sight, the claim seems reasonable enough, and an early 
court of equity might have granted the relief suggested in Hunter 
v. Hunt ; but there was this distinction in the present case, that 
C. had, by taking an assignment, rendered himself directly liable 
to the payment of rent, while D. had taken his mortgage in such a 
form as to escape such liability. The doctrine of contribution 
reems, indeed, to depend upon the circumstance that one of two or 
more persons has been compelled to pay a debt for which both or 
all of them were liable, and hence to the present case it was in no 
way applicable. It may be noticed that the effect of a —— 
decision would have been to expose D. to a personal liability whic 
in his mortgage he had been careful to avoid, and even if, as in 
Hunter v. Hunt, both had been underlessees, it seems that, in the 
absence of express provision, it would have been impossible for the 
ee u : whom the burden had fallen to require the other to share 
it with him. 


It is stated that tho lato Mr. Justice Manisty bequeathed by his will to 
his senior clerk, Mr. William Bundock, £2,500; to his junior clerk, Mr. 
ogg tg os, £100 a year for life; to the Barristers’ Benevolent Associa- 

on, WU, 


At the Chelmaford Sessions on tho 2ist inst, Mr. Justice Denman com- 
plained of the vory disagreeable smell, as of sewer-gas, in court, and called 
upon tho court-koeper for an explanation, The court-keeper replied that 
the smell came from the prisoners’ department, which was not under his 
control. Mr, Justice Denman remarked that it was a most disgraceful 
stato of affairs, and all the moro so becaure of tho fact that it came from 


THE DOCIRINE OF REMOTENESS IN REGARD TO 
LEGAL LIMITATIONS. 


Tue recent decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of Whitby 
v. Mitchell (38 W. R. 337) sets at rest a question, formerly the 
subject of much discussion, as to the present extent and validity of 
the old common law rule that no estate can be limited by way of 
remainder to the child of an unborn person. It is usual to regard 
this as directed against the creation of perpetuities, and hence it is 
associated with the modern perpetuity rule, which was introduced 
as a check upon executory devises shifting uses. In its origin, 
however, it was based rather upon the objection of the medieval 
lawyers to double possibilities, and its effect in restraining the 
settlement of estates for a period inconveniently long was merely 
incidental. Examples of such double possibilities are given in 
Cholmley’s case.(2 Rep. 51b) and Lampet’s case (10 Rep. 50 b), 
and among them was reckoned the possibility that a person yet 
unborn might himself have issue (2 Cases and Opinions, Opinion of 
Mr. Booth, p. 435, and Mr. Yorke, p. 440, in Baker's case; Gil- 
bert’s Uses, p. 260, n. (2) ). But, although this notion, founded 
upon the old scholastic logic, lingered for a long time after that 
logic had itself passed away, yet it also in turn became obsolete, 
and then a difficulty arose as to the continued existence of the rule 
founded upon it, a difficulty which was increased by the fact that 
the rule against perpetuities had in the meantime been invented. 
In this state of things two courses were open for adoption. The 
old rule, in spite of the failure of its original ground, might be re- 
garded as still in existence, and as being now aimed directly 
against perpetuities, or, on the other hand, if it were obsolete, its 
place could be supplied by extending the new perpetuity rule to 
the case of remainders. former ive, especially since 
the recent decision, appears to give the correct view, but it was 
always epen to the objection that the common law really knew 
nothing about remoteness, and hence an opportunity arose for 
advancing the second opinion, and this was done by Lewis in his 
treatise on perpetuities. 

Of the early existence of the common law rule there seems to be 
no doubt, ard in Hay v. Earl of Coventry (3 T. R. 86) Lord Kzxrox 
said: ‘ The law is now clearly eettled that an estate for life may 
be limited to unborn issue provided the devisor does not go fartl.er 
and give an estate in succession to the children of such unborn 
issue”; and again in Brudenel v. Elwes (1 East, 452), “‘ An 
unborn child may be made tenant in tail, but not tenant for life 
with a limitation to his children as purchasers.” And the chief 
authority for basing it in the present day upon the repugnance of 
the law to perpetuities seems to be Franys, who says (Contingent 
Remainders, p. 502) that in the case of a limitation of lands in euc- 
cession, first to a in esse, and after his decease to his unborn 
children, and afterwards to the children of such unborn chi 


this last remainder is absolutely void, assigning as the reason that 
“any limitation in future or by way of remander, of of 
inheritance, which in its nature tends to a perpetuity, even 


oe Cie aes vested frechold so as to take it out 
of the description of an exeoutory devise, is by our courts con- 
sidered as in its creation.” At the same time account must be 


reference may be made to Prestox, who says (Abstracts of Title 
2, p. 114) that “no remainder can, in point 

remote’; and to Lord Gr. Leonagps, Ww in Obie v. 
(1 Dr. & War., at p. 28), pronounced it 

that where a limitation is to take effect as a remainder, 
is out of the question. Both authorities appear te 
the impression that the evil was guarded against 
which contingent remainders were formerly under 
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the place whore pooy innocent men might be in confinement, He 
should report to the Homo Secretary that the court was in such a state as 


to be a porfoct diegrace, and dangerous to judges, counsel, and prisoners. 
hip then adjourned to the second court, 


His lo: 


this latter may have been itself originally ture contingent 
estate, the notion of + protection bei thus afforded 
appears to be illusory. In spite, then, of these disclaimers 
of remoteness as an operative principle at common law, 
and of the substitution for it of the liability of contingent 
remainders to destruction, we find the sbove au ies insisting 
also upon the rule in question, Thus Presrox follows up his 
previous statement by the assertion that “a remainder may be tee 
remote and void, because it is limited te the chilirea of « person 
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unborn, and to whom a prior estate for life is limited 
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Monypenny v. Dering (2 De G. M. & G., at p. 170) Lord Sx. 
Lxonarps says: “The rule of law forbids the raising of succes- 
sive interests by purchase to unborn children—that is, to an 
unborn child of an unborn child. With this rule I have never 
meant to interfere, for it is too well settled to be broken in upon.” 
So, too, in his treatise on Powers (p. 393) he says, agreeing indeed 
with Frarnz, but somewhat inconsistently with his previous 
statement, that such limitations are clearly void by reason of their 
tendency to a etuity, independently of the technical objection 
that they involve a possibility upon a possibility. 

In this state of opinion it is not surprising that an attempt 
should have been made to put the matter upon a fresh basis, and 
accordingly Lewis, while not repudiating altogether the traditional 
form of the old rule, maintained that it was now to be treated as 
a part of the more general rule against perpetuities, and was, 
therefore, to be restricted by that in the extent of its operation. 
Thus, while he admitted that ‘‘a limitation to the unborn child 
or other issue of an unborn tenant for life, unconfined in regard 
to the time of the birth of the later issue, is absolutely void for 
remoteness’ (Treatise on Perpetuities, p. 419), he also asserted 
that ‘a limitation may be made to an unborn person for life, with 
remainder to the unborn child or other issue of such person, 
provided the birth of the issue entitled under the ulterior 
remainder be limited to take place within the period of lives 
in being and twenty-one years” (ibid., p. 420), and the same 
view is urged more at length in the supplement (p. 97). 
Into the elaborate arguments by which he supported it, and the 
minute criticism which he directed at adverse opinions, particu- 
larly at Lord Sr. Lxonanps’ judgment in Cole v. Sewell, referred 
to above, it is impossible to enter. Suffice it to say that we have 
here an explicit declaration that the modern perpetuity rule applies 
to remainders, and that a limitation, even to the issue of an unborn 
person, is not void provided it cannot in its inception exceed the 
limits prescribed by that rule. Of judicial authority in favour of 
this view there is very little ; indeed, there seems to be nothing but 
the case of Cattlin v. Brown (11 Hare, 372), where Vice-Chan- 
cellor Woop vouched for the accuracy of a statement made by 

mw in his argument in Mogg v. Mogg (1 Mer., at p. 664), 
that a remainder to the children of an unborn tenant for life was 
not good unless there was a limitation of time within which it was 
to take effect. It bas, however, been viewed with favour by some 
authors of repute, and Hayes (Conveyancing, I., 494) denies 
validity to a limitation to the issue of unborn issue only when it 
is not confined within the absolute term which is prescribed by 
law as the measure of the settlement; while Jaxman (2 Wills, 
Appendix, p. 845), disputing Lord St. Lzowanps’ dictum that con- 
tingent remainders are not subject to the objection of remoteness, 
maintains that either remoteness is to be regarded as the ground of 
the old common law rule, or else remainders must be brought, as 
Lewis contends, within the modern perpetuity rule. In Davrpson’s 
Conveyancing (III., Part I., pp. 336-8) the two views are stated, 
but the reader is left to draw his own conclusions. At the same 
time attention is called to the novelty of Lzwis’s view, and the 
drafteman is naturally advised not to act upon it. 

To this circumstance is probably due tho fact that limitations 
which would challenge judicial decision on the point have not 
been used, and in more recent years any euch attempt has been 
rendered still more unlikely by the strong view, adverse to the 
suggested change, taken by the late Josnva Wiitiams (Real Prop., 
15th ed., pp. 321-3, and App., p. 647). He was clearly of opinion 
that the old rule, as laid down by Lord Kenyon, was still in 
existence in spite of the fact that the objection to double possibili- 
ties had long been obsolete, and was content to accept it as a rule 
directly operative against perpetuities in the creation of remainders. 
Hence it was quite independent of the ordinary perpetuity rule, 
by which it was in no way to be restricted. This view, in conse- 
quence, has become so familiar that the present discussion wears 
somewhat the air of unreality, and it is curious that at length 
the above case of Whitby v. Mitchell should have arisen to revive 
an almost forgotten controversy. In this lands were, by a 
matrisge settlement, limited to the use of the husband and 
wife successively for life, with remainder to the use of any 
one or more of their children, grendchildren, or more remote 
issue (born before any appointment made), as the husband and wife 
should by deed appoint. Subsequently, in exercise of the power, 
they appointed to the use of a married daughter for life, and after 





her decease to the use of her children, living at the date of the deed 
of appointment, as tenants in common in fee. This limitation, of 
course, had to be read as though it had been contained in the 
marriage settlement, and, therefore, if the old rule forbidding the 
creation of a remainder in favour of the issue of an unborn person was 
still in unrestricted operation, it would be void. At the same time 
the provision that children who were to take must be living at the 
date of the deed brought it within the period allowed by the rule 
against perpetuities, and it would consequently be good if the 
latter rule were now, according to Lewis’s contention, to be 
adopted as the main guide. With the Court of Appeal, however, 
the somewhat theoretical arguments on which he relied appear to 
have weighed for little compared with the acknowledged existence 
of the common law rule, as absolute and independent, in former 
times, together with the weighty authority of Josaua Writ1aMs in 
its favour ; and the judgment of Kay, J., declaring the limitation to 
the issue of the marriage in the second generation to be void, was 
upheld. This, of course, confirms what is now the common opinion, 
and shews the advantage of having text-books of such authority 
that judges of the Court of Appeal and the youngest students can 
alike take their law from them. 








THE PERIOD OF LIMITATION APPLICABLE TO THE 
CHARGE FOR PAVING EXPENSES UNDER THE 
PUBLIC HEALTH ACT. 


Tue case of Hornsey Local Board vy. Monarch Investment Building 
Society (38 W. R. 85, 24 Q. B. D. 1) raised a point of considerable 
importance to urban sanitary authorities. We must confess to feel- 
ing alittle difficulty about the decision, having regard to the general 
principles of law on the subject, and the language of the particular 
enactments involved, although undoubtedly there wasa very strong 
argument for construing the section as the court did, having re- 
gard to the expediency of the case, and the hardship that would in 
many cases be produced by the other construction. 

The question raised was as follows: The old Public Health 
Act of 1848, s. 69, provided that the expenses of sewering, 
levelling, paving, &c., under that section streets that were not 
highways (7.¢., repairable by the inhabitants at large) should be 
paid by the owners in default according to the frontage of their 
respective premises, and in such proportion as should be settled by 
the surveyor to the board, or, in case of dispute, as should be 
settled by arbitration in manner provided by the Act, and that 
such expenses might be recovered in a summary manner. The 
Local Government Act, 1858, s. 62, provided that, when the 
local board had incurred expenses for the repayment whereof the 
owner of the premises for or in respect of which the same were in- 
curred was made liable such expenses should be a 
charge on the premises. These provisions are substantially re- 
produced in the present Public Health Act of 1875, but in this 
particular case the expenses had been incurred under the former 
Acts before that Act was passed. The facts were these. Certain 
works of paving, &c., having been done by a local board in a street 
in 1874-75, the apportionment of expenses among the frontagers 
was not made till 1885. The defendants had become owners of 
premises in the street subsequently to the completion of the worke, 
and in 1887 the amount apportioned on their premises was 
demanded of them. In 1888 the local board sued ia the county 
court claiming a declaration that the expenses were a charge on 
the premises, and asking for a sale of the premises to give effect to 
the charge. The defendants relied on the 8th section of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 57). That section 
in substance provides that no action or suit or other proceeding 
shall be brought to recover any sum of money secured by any 
mortgage, judgment, or lien, or otherwise charged upon or payable 
out of any land or rent, at law or in equity, or anylegacy, but 
within twelve years ‘‘next after a present right to receive the 
same shall have accrued to some person capable of giving a dis- 
charge for, or release of, the same unless, &c.” The argument for 
the plaintiffs was that the twelve years mentioned in the section 
did not begin to run in the case of the expenses sought to be re- 
covered until the demand of payment, or at any rate until the 
apportionment. It was unnecessary for the purposes of the 
decision to make any distinction between these two last-mentioned 
dates, because, if either of them were the period from which the 
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statute began to run, the plaintiffs’ claim was not barred. The 
Queen’s Bench Division, however, held that the period of twelve 
years under the section ran from the completion of the works, 
which was more than twelve years before the action, and therefore 
the plaintiffs’ claim was barred, and the Court of Appeal affirmed 
their decision. 

The words upon which the whole controversy turned were the 
words “ present right to receive the same’’ in the 8th section of 
the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874. It was argued for the 
plaintiffs, in substance, that these words were equivalent to 
‘* present right to enforce payment of the same,” but the Court of 
Appeal seems to have held that the two expressions were not 
equivalent, and that there might be a present right to receive, 
though there might not bea present right to enforce, payment of a 
sum of money. The argument which seems to have had most 
weight practically in leading the court to take the view which they 
did was that otherwise, as the surveyor who is to make the appor- 
tionment is the servant of the local board, the creditors in such a 
case might, by delaying the making of the apportionment, indefi- 
nitely postpone the period from which the Statute of Limitations 
would begin to run. We feel the force of this argument very 
strongly, but still we must confess to some slight misgiving with 
regard to the soundness of the view adopted to avoid the mischief 
pointed out. 

To begin with, we had supposed that the general rule for the 
construction of Statutes of Limitation was that the period for 
barring a remedy was a period during which such remedy existed — 
as, for instance, in the ordinary case of an action at law in contract 
or tort, when the statute runs from the date when the right of 
action, whatever it might be, accrued. No doubt the words of the 
8th section are somewhat different from those of other sections 
imposing periods of limitation, but, putting that consideration 
aside, and looking merely to the words “ present right to receive 
the same”’ (¢.¢., a sum charged), we cannot help thinking that the 
words in this connection naturally mean right as against the party 
liable to be presently paid by him. Can there be said, in the case 
of these paving expenses, to be such a right before the apportion- 
ment? Some of the expressions used by the judges in the Court 
of Appeal seem to us to treat the expression as meaning right to 
receive if the other party is willing to pay, a meaning which 
appears to us to be too wide in this connection. The Master of the 
Rolls, as reported, says: ‘‘The charge exists, though the exact 
amount charged may not be ascertained. It is suggested that a 
person in whose favour a charge is imposed cannot be entitled to 
receive an amount which is not ascertained. I do not see why 
this should be so. A sum may be offered to him which the person 
offering it thinks to be the right sum, and which he may also think 
to be the right sum, although the actual calculation of the amount 
has not been made. What is there in law or reason or business to 
shew that he is not entitled to receive the sum when so offered to 
him?” But the words “‘ entitled to receive’? seem to be used here 
somewhat ambiguously. A man against whom a liability is accruing 
may, no doubt, come and anticipate the actual accruing of the 
liability by offering an estimated sum, and the other may, in 
one sense, be said to be entitled to receive it; but it seems to us 
that this would be too wide a sense of the words “‘ present right to 
receive.’ In this sense there would be a present right to receive, 
although the sum of money charged was only payable in future or 
in reversion, or were only to become due on a contingency. We 
cannot help thinking that there must be an accrued liability. 

The Master of the Rolls and the Lords Justices, however, no 
doubt did base their views on the idea that there was an accrued 
liability, though the amount was not ascertained, and Linney, 
L.J., cited as an analogous case the right of a partner, on a dissolu- 
tion of partnership, to receive the amount found to be his share of 
the partnership assets on taking the accounts. The ordi case 
of a quantum meruit might also be cited. There are, of course, 
many cases in which a present liability to pay and right to receive 
money exists on the principle id certum est quod certum reddi 
potest, though the exact amount is not ascertained. If there be an 
accrued liability to pay money before the apportionment in the 
sense of a debitum in presenti solvendum in presenti, then we 
think the statute does begin to run, and the decision is right. But 


we doubt whether these cases are exactly analogous. It is clear | ,)) 


that there is, in such cases as that of a quantum meruit, an accrued 
present liability to pay, and right to receive, an amount which may 





be settled by the parties for themselves, or, if not, must be settled 
by the tribunal before which the proceedings to recover it are taken. 
But then it is merely a question between the parties what the parti- 
cular amount due is, and they may settle that between themselves. 
We doubt whether, in this case, the court sufficiently considered 
the position of the local board and the function of the apportion- 
ment required by the statute in the case of paving expenses in a 
street. e doubt whether the case is, as supposed, merely one of 
an accrued liability of an unascertained amount, which it was open 
to the parties to settle between themselves, without waiting for its 
liquidation as provided by the statute. There would be a difficulty 
about the local board’s agreeing the amount of paving expenses 
with a frontager as suggested. The local board are bound, by their 
relation to the ratepayers, and by the terms of the statute, to recover 
the whole amount of the expenses of paving a street, not a highway 
repairable by the inhabitants, from the frontagers. They cannot 
throw any portion of the expense on the ratepayers which they 
could recover from the frontagers. But, inasmuch as the frontagers, 
by the scheme of the Act, are not jointly, or jointly and severally, 
liable for the total expenses, but each frontager is to pay a propor- 
tion only, to be fixed in manner provided, before any sum of money 
can be said actually to accrue by way of charge, in the sense of 
becoming presently payable, must not the proportions be ascer- 
tained? There seems to be a difficulty in saying that the board 
can take a sum offered as an estimated amount by a fronteger 
before the apportionment, as suggested by the Master of the Rolls, 
because it is not a question merely of agreeing an amount between 
them and the particular frontager, but, as between them and the 
other frontagers and between them and the ratepayers, the total 
amount of the expenses for the street must be apportioned into 
aliquot parts between the frontagers. If the agreed to take 
a certain sum from any frontager before apportionment, and it 
proved to be less than the apportioned amount, the board have no 
power to charge the deficiency to the other frontagers or the rate- 
payers. This being so, the question is whether the apportionment 
is not a condition precedent to the accruing of the liability. It is 
like an agreement to pay such sum as A. B. may fix, in the case of 
which there can hardly be said to be a present right to receive any 
sum till A. B. has fixed one. If it were merely a question of 
fixing, as between the board and a icular owner, the amount 
to be paid for works done for the benefit of that owner’s premises, 
we should say that the analogy of a quantum meruit would be 
valid, but as the case stands we cannot help feeling doubts whether 
there could be said to be a present right to receive the expenses in 
question until the apportionment. We fully admit the mischief 
that arises from the other construction of the statute in the par- 
ticular class of cases; but hardships and anomalies do sometimes 
arise from the true construction of Acts. It may be noticed that 
a precisely similar mischief would appear to arise with regard to 
the personal remedy against the owners in regard to these very 
same paving expenses, for it has been held that the six months’ 
| ag of limitation with regard to the summary remedy only runs 

m the service of a demand for the apportioned expenses, which 
_ board do not appear to be bound to make within any particular 

me. 








REVIEWS. 
COUNTY COURTS. 


A CoMPLETE PRACTICE OF THE County CoURTS, INCLUDING THAT IN 
ADMIRALTY AND BANKRUPTCY, EMBODYING THE County CouRTs 
Act, 1888, AND OTHER EXISTING County Courts Acts, RULES OF 
1889, Forms, AND Costs. WITH FULL ALPHABETICAL INDEX TO 
OFFICIAL Forms, ADDITIONAL FoRMs, AND GENERAL INDEX. By 
G. Pirr-LEewts, Q C., M.P., Recorder of Poole. Fourts EDITION. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The passing of the County Courts Act, 1888, and the issue of the 
County Court Rules, 1889, sufficiently account for the appearance of 
a new edition of this standard which, on every Page, bears 
traces of time, thought, and labour bestowed upon it. It is still 
divided into two umes; each volume complete in itself, and 


sing a full and se 
exclusive of tables, ap ices, and index, and embodies the history, 
constitution, and j iction of the county courts and the practice in 
ordinary county court actions and on appeals, It has, in great 
measure, been re-written, oe eS ant lines as the 
ceding editions of this volume. In Vol. I. will be found, carefully 
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noted, all the changes introduced by the new County Courts Act and 
Rules in the practice governing an ordinary county court action, the 
various stages of which are so accurately and minutely traced as to 
render mistakes, even by the uninitiated, practically impossible if only 
reasonable care and attention be o by them. The chapters on 
*‘Interlocutory Proceedings,” “ Appeals from County Courts,” and 
“Enforcement of Judgments,” which are all included in Book II. of 
Vol. L, are distinguished by special merits, both of arrangement and 
of exposition. ‘The last named chapter contains a remarkably com- 
plete and intelligible statement of the law relating to bills of sale— 
a subject so tangled and beset with difficulty as almost to baffle the 
a of the most highly-trained legal intellect. The 

adopted by Mr. Pitt-Lewis in expounding this complicated 
branch of law must have involved great labour to the author, who 
has conscientiously endeavoured (and with considerable success) to 
reduce to some order the chaos resulting from a maze of legislative 
enactments, and the contradictory and highly technical decisions to 
which they have given rise. 

Vol. IL, which contains 959 pages, exclusive of tables, appendices, 
and index, treats of the practice of the county courts in admiralty, 
probate, yeaa ay and under ial statutes. It comprises 
useful and reliable information on all the subjects included in it, but 
its chief merit consists in this, namely, that it does not credit the 
reader with the possession of special knowledge, which he may or may 
not have previously acquired, but assumes, on the contrary, that he is 
wholly ignorant, and therefore requires the detailed explanations and 
guidance that are provided for him in this volume. Even such com- 
prehensive subjects as admiralty and bankruptcy practice receive 
pony ome treatment at the hands of the author, whose aim through- 
out been to render his work complete in itself, so as to obviate 
the necessity for reference by the practitioner to other treatises for 
information which he may reasonably to find in the volume 
before us. So far as Vol. II. is concerned, it does not, we consider, 
contain a more useful and well-executed piece of writing than the 
Tasbility Act” — age en and caeranuatiaeas the ae 

“4 is chapter occupies some thi to er, 
and is a marvel of condensation and lucid quinones. Me Pitt. 
Lewis does not hesitate to express the opinion that the ope 
Liability Act, 1880, is very badly}drawn, and, at p. 242, he carefully 
defines its somewhat limited scope and restricted operation, which, it 
is sod pen will be extended by subsequent legislation. We can- 
not unqualified praise to the chapter which treats of the 
** Winding Up of Companies and Societies.” It consists, for the most 
part, of a collection of enactments, rules, and forms carefully 

Comparatively few cases are, however, cited, and the 

ations given are certainly few and far between. We, however, 

are inclined to attribute these deficiences to a laudable desire, on the 
aes of the author, to keep down the bulk of Vol. II., which as it 
cludes such a variety of subjects, each requiring separate treatment, 
might easily, if proper vigilance were not observed, assume un- 


We must not conclude this notice without directing attention to the 
alphabetical index of forms which is contained in the general index 
Vol. I. This sub-index—as we may term it—comprises over 
seperate titles, all of which » to us to be extremely well 

The tables of cases prefixed to these volumes Jeave nothing 
be They refer the reader to all the reports where the cases 
text are contained, and, so far as we have been able to 
are characterized by accuracy. The tabular indices to 
s and rules, prefixed to Vol. I., will be found 
by practitioner. Altogether, the Ps ys edition of 
fully maintains its reputation as the standard county court 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
|To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—-The profession is, of course, well aware that the Incorporated 
peers he — 4 et eee (of — I am hono- 
rary sec C er anc generally upon the practice of 
the registry. Fs ape since the commencement of the present year, 
from one must make a fresh start, so to speak, looking to 
the fact that the several cases of Munton v. Lord Truro were finall 
of by the end of 1549 (not to speak of the new Oaths Act}, 
ts excuse for departure either in 

to the legal vertained fees or the process of registration. 
am afraid it be thought that I owe an apo to the numer- 
manual on the registry (which has 

) for the delay in publishing it, but I have 


to clear up every point as far as possible, and it will be 
better to wait for the committee’s report, a very few weeks from the 


f 
z8 
es 
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. 
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Many letters have reached me in relation to memorials registered 

rior to January, and you will perhaps permit me to ask those who 

ve an appreciable practice at the registry for any example of excep- 
tional conduct since that date. 

The principal question is whether the now-ascertained registration 
fee of 2s. for memorials not exceeding 200 words (i.e, 1s. for the 
length, and 1s. for indorsing the certificate) has been exceeded in 
cases where the oath is administered outside the registry? By the 
way, many questions have been put to me by commissioners as to the 
proper charge for the oath. I contended at the outset that 1s, 6d. 
was the right fee, seeing that the deed to which the memorial refers, 
and which is produced to the deponent, is never formally marked as 
an exhibit ; but as Mr. Justice Mathew and Mr. Justice A. L. Smith 
seemed to think that it would be unreasonable to disturb the practice 
of the registry in treating the deed as an “ exhibit,” half a crown 
may now be justly taken either —— registry or an outside com- 
missioner. I myself always so charge when memorials are sworn 
to before me. 

The next point is as to the index. The Royal Commission, ap- 
pointed some twenty years since to inquire into the registry, 
expressed a hesitating opinion as to the rights of the compilers of 
the a books which most people use, it being practic- 
ally impossible to make head or tail of the parliamentary index, kept 
in most primitive fashion. In any office not allowed to go its own way 
for a century and more without rules, the improved index would have 
followed as a matter of course with the improved receipts. Some 

le think, and perhaps reasonably, that a compromise on this 
i would be expedient. 

Then we come to the question of official starches. Everybody 
acquainted with the Yorkshir e Acts is aware that registration 
there is simplicity itself, and that both registration and search can 
be made without going to the registry at all. It is true that the 
Middlesex statute as to official search is somewhat vague, like man 
of its other clauses, but the Act, at all events, seems strong enoug 
to admit of official searches if willingly undertaken, though the 
statute may or may not be sufficient to demand it. Here, again, isa 
subject for possible compromise. 

The next point is the delay in the return of the registered docu- 
ment. Why should we wait the time wedo? As far asI can see, 
the registry has contrived to be in arrear for several generations, and 
while expedition money can be got the arrear will not be over- 
taken this side of the grave. Ido not seek the services of any man 
without payment, but as I object to the registry altogether (unless, 
indeed, every county is put on a similar footing) I shall continue to 
resist any demand beyond what the statute compels. 

Lastly, I think we are all agreed that there is no reason why the 
Middlesex ps | should not open for all business from ten to four, 
like other public offices (even in Queen Anne’s time the Act prescribed 
six hours’ labour), and that the unwarrantable system which has 
grown up of fixing awkward hours for given work should be abolished 
without further ado. 

If our professional friends will favour me with their views on these 
points, say by the week after Easter, I will bring them before the 
special committee. Francois K. Munton. 

95a, Queen Victoria-street, March 25. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
EASTER VACATION, 1890. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During Easter Vacation :—All applications which may require to 
be immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Denman. 

Mr. Justice Denman will act as vacation judge from Thursday, 
April 3, to Monday, April 14, both days inclusive. His lordship will 
sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Thursday, April 3, Thurs- 
day, April 10, and Mon 2h April 14. On other days, within the 
above — spplications in urgent chancery matters may be made 
to his sey = his private residence, No. 8, Cranley-gardens, South 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to 
the judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office 
copies of the affidavits in “en of the application, and also by 4 
minute, on a separate sheet of paper, si, counsel, of the order 
he _ consider the applicant entitled to, and an envelope capable of 
~— byt pei wwe a as follows :—*‘‘ ery —— 

ter: To the trar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 
On spplications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy 





of the writ, and « certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 
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The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Royal Courts of Justice, 
March 24, 1890. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
WILLIAMS v. BIRD—No. 2, 26th March. 


Discoveny—AFFiIpAvit or Documents—DiscretTion oF JuDGE—APPEAL— 
R. 8. O., XXXI., x. 12 


against the refusal of North, J., to order the defend- 
davit of documents. North, J., thought it clear that 
the defendant had not any documents in his ion which could 
assist the plaintiff. On the opening of the ap the p objec- 
tion was taken, that under rule 12 of order 31 the judge had a discretion 
as to ordering the affidavit to be made. 

Tur Oovrt (Corron, Linpizy, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) overruled the objection, 
and ordered the defendant to make an affidavit with regard to some corres- 
pondence which was referred to in the pleadings. Corton, L.J., said that 
no doubt the rules of 1883 gave to the judge a discretion with regard to 
discovery which he had not previously. But it wasa judicial discretion, 
and an appeal lay from its exercise.—Counset, Glenn ; Upjohn. Sourct- 
tors, Nye, Greenwood, § Moreton ; Bird § Moore. 


Re HARGREAVES, DICKS v. HARE—No. 2, 27th March. 


ApMINISTRATION—INsOLVENT EstaTE—RicHtT TO ADMINISTRATION ORDER— 
ANNUITANT—JupicaTUREB Act, 1875, s. 10—R. 8. C., LV.,, 3. 


In this case an important question arose as to the right to an order for 
the administration of an insolvent estate—viz., whether an annuitant, 
who, by virtue of section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, would have 
been entitled, if an administration order had been made, to prove in the 
administration for the capital value of the annuity, was entitled to obtain 
an order on an originating summons for the administration of the estate, 
there being no payment of the annuity in arrear. By a deed dated the 
19th of January, 1887, the testator, whose marriage had then recently been 
dissolved by a final decree of the Divorce Division, covenanted with two 
trustees that he would, during the remainder of the life of the divorced 
wife, pay to them an annuity of £500, to be held by them upon certain 
trusts thereby declared for the benefit of her and her children. The 
annuity was to be considered es accruing from day to day, but was to be 
paid by equal quarterly tp eee on the usual quarter days. The 
testator died on the 2lst of Uctober, 1889. No Po pe of the annuity 
was then in arrear. On the 13th of December the trustees of the deed 
issued an originating summons against the executors for the : 
tion of the testator’s estate, supporting it by an affidavit that information 
received from the solicitors to the executors shewed that the estate was 
insufficient to provide for payment in full of the value of the annuity. 
From an affidavit made by one of the defendants on the 16th of January 
it appeared that the value of the testator’s estate (less funeral and other 
expenses) was £4,349; that the claims made (in answer to advertise- 
ments) against the estate (exclusive of the plaintiff's claim), and 
admitted by the executors, amounted to £1,857; and that the 
capital value of the annuity (according to the tables under the 
Succession Duty Act) was £8,386. ‘The instalment of the annuity 
due at Ohristmas, 1889, had been paid by the executors. North, J., 
refused to make an administration order, and dismissed the summons. 
Section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, provides that ‘‘in the administra- 
tion by the court of the assets of any person who may die after the com- 
mencement of this Act, and whose estate may prove to be insufficient for 
the payment in full of his debts and liabilities, and in the winding up of 
any company under the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1867, whose assets may 
prove to be insufficient for the payment of its debts and liabilities, and the 
coats of the winding up, the same rules shall prevail and be observed 
as to the respective rights of secured and unsecured creditors, and as 
to debts and liabilities provable, and as to the valuation of annuities 
and future and contingent liabilities peed, as may be in force 
for the time being under the law of ptcy with respect to the 
estates of persons adjudged bankrupt.’’ By rule 3 of order 55, “‘ Any 
person claiming to be interested in the relief sought ascreditor . . . 
of a deceased person . « may take out, as of course, an origi- 
nating summons .. . for such relief of the nature or kind fol- 
lowing, as may by the summons be specified, and as the circumstances 
of the case may require, that is to say, the d on, without 
an administration of the estate,” of certain specified questions or 
matters. And by rule 4, ‘‘ Any of the persons named in the last preced- 
ing rule may in like manner apply for and obtain an order’’ for the 
administration of the personal or the real estate of the deceased. It was 
argued that, inasmuch as section 10 ene the plaintiffs a right, in case of 
the administration of the estate by the court, to prove, as in bankruptcy, 
for the capital value of the annuity, it followed by necessary implication 
that they were creditors entitled to an administration order. 

Tus Court (Corron, Linpray, and Lorrs, L.JJ,) affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that, independently of section 10, the plaintiffs would 
have had no right to prove for the capital value of the annuity; they 
could not have compelled the executors to pay them that value. The 
right given by section 10 to prove for tho value of the annuity was made 
dependent upon an administration order having been granted. When the 
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court was administering the assets of a deceased person 
insufficient, section 10 enabled an annuitant to prove in the 
for the value of the annuity. But section 10 conferred on an annuitant 
no ter right to an action for administration than he had before. 
e them was wed penctenlly, oe to Mapa had no 

g sue the execu! @ covenan lor anni : or to bring 
pal a 10g ~¥ nitant yo right, . lependentl 

gave to an ann t no ind of 

administration order. It was that, by virtue 4 
order 55, anyone who “ claimed” to be a creditor of a deceased person 
was entitled to obtain, by originating summons, an order for the adminis- 
tration of the estate of the deceased. 
not give the person who claimed to be a creditor any right to an adminis- 
tration order which he had not previously ; he ak 
only if he was in fact a creditor. No doubt the trustees could have 
in under an administration order and proved as creditors for the value of 
the annuity as a debt; but it did not follow that were constituted 
creditors for the purpose of obtaining an his 
lordship’s opinion, so long as the annuity was paid as it became due, the 
trustees could not obtain an administration order. In Whitmore v. 
Oxborrow (2 Y. & ©. Oh. 13), which had been rehed on, there was 
a debt due to the : i 
Suturo, and it was held that he could maintain a bill as creditor 
to administer the estate of the debtor. That did not a 
case like the present, in which there was no debt at all due to the 
trustees. Linpiey, L.J., could not help being struck with the anoma- 
lous state of the law on this subject. But the Act must be the guide. 
Order 55 related only to procedure ; it only enabled persons, who could 

reviously have obtained an administration order, to proceed by summons 

tead of by writ. It did not create any new creditors. The question 
turned upon section 10 of the Judicature Act. e must see what the 
Legislature had done, and what they had not done. They had not inter- 
fered with the administration of assets, except in legal jagmegees ot out 
of court executors would have to administer the assets in the same 
as before the Act. alterations were made in the ad 
of assets in the winding up of insolvent companies, and in the adminis- 
tration of insolvent estates of deceased = — of section 10 
court 
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no order had been made by the court for the 

of the testator’s estate, the reason being that the executors were at pre- 
oat & 6 poGnen ) BY Seas, Sete Se If an administration 
order had been made, plaintiffs would have been entitled to prove for 
the value of the annuity; as matters were only entitled to 
payment of the annuity as it became due. In course of time there 
Sent sal tec eds ed Sie Secting 
seemed 8 ¢ rights of the ann t shou! as 
there had or had not been an order for the administration of the estate 
by the court. But there were other similar anomalies. Lorrs, L.J., con- 
curred.—Oounssi, Maclean, Q.C., and 8. Dickinson; Buckley, Q.0., and 
Farwell, Soricrrors, Winter ¢ Co. ; Tathams ¢ Pym. 


McDOUGALL ». COPESTAKE—No. 2, 26th March. 
Appgat—Sscuriry ror Oosrs—Spromt Crecumstances—Evipence oF 
Insotvency oF APPELLANT—AxBUSE OF Process or Covrt—R. 8. C., 
LVIII., 15. 
This was an application by the respondents to an appeal that the 


appellant might be ordered to give security for the costs of his eal. 
ea judgment whic the detendanta had 


‘he action was brought to set 
obtained in the year 1877 in an action b t ageinst them 
plaintiff. The present action (which had been dismissed by K J) 
was based on the allegation that the j t in the former action had been 
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course, if the court could see clearly that the appeal was an abuse of the 
the appellant might be required to give security for the costs. 
DLEY, L.J., said that Weldon v. Maples was, so far as he knew, the 
only case in which an appellant had been required to give security for 
costs except on the ground of inability to pay the costs if unsuccessful. 
But in that case there was evidence that the appellant had put her money 
where no one could get at it. The affidavit of the present appellant’s 
iaability to pay costs was wholly insufficient, and did not require an answer 
by him. Lopgs, L.J., concurred.—Counszen, Leveit; H. Tindal Atkinson ; 
Oswald. Soxrtcrrors, W. Dance ; Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle; Snell, Son, § 
Greenip. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
JOHNSON v. WILD AND ANOTHER—Chitty, J., 25th March. 


Lesson AND LesszEE—MortcGace or LEassHotps—CovENANT TO PAY RENT 
—CoNTRIBUTION. 


In this case the plaintiff, a mortgagee by way of assignment of part 
of premises comprised in a lease, claimed from mortgagees by! way of 
demiee of the other part of the same leasehold premises contribution in 
respect of having satisfied the covenant of the mortgagor to pay the rent 
due to the lessor in respect of the whole of the leasehold property. It 
appeared that in 1878 one Clarke demised to one Minor a small plot of 
land for a term of 999 years at a yearly rent of 2d. per square yard. 
Minor had mortgaged part of this land, consisting of garden ground, to 
the plaintiff for the whole of the term by way of assignment, and the 
other part, on which were buildings, Minor mortgaged to the defendants 
by way of demise for the whole of the term less ten days. Both mort- 
gages contained covenants by Minor to pay the rent due to the original 
lessor and to indemnify the mortgagees. The plaintiff had entered into 
gang: and it appeared that, Minor not having paid the rent, and 

ig, as was stated, impecunious, and the original lessor having applied 
to the plaintiff for the whole of the rent due under the lease and 
threatened to distrain, the plaintiff paid the entire sum demanded, and 
sued the defendants for contribution. The plaintiff relied on Layer v. 
Nelson (1 Vern. 456) and referred to Story’s Equity Jurisprudence, 9th ed., 
s. 493, submitting that the case was analogous to the practice of the 
courts upon cases of salvage, general average. and the like. The defend- 
ants cited Hunter v. Hunt (10. B. 300) and Leigh v. Dickeson (33 W. R. 
538, 15 Q. B. D. 60), and also submitted that the plaintiff must suffer 
the consequences of his own act in taking a mortgage of a leasehold by 
assignment instead of by demise. 

Cutty, J., said that there was no common obligation between the 

es, and therefore there could be no right of contribution. The 
dlord had distrained for the rent, and, finding that he could obtain his 
distress best upon the part of the land which was in the plaintiff’s hold- 
ing, he had distrained, or threatened to do so (which was the same thing), 
on the plaintiff, and the plaintiff, in order to avoid the distress, had paid 
the entire rent reserved by the lease of 1878, and that was the payment in 
respect of which he demanded the contribution. The plaintiff was not 
ee ee from a person who was liable to a common 
demand, because the defendants were not liable for the rent, and the 
defendants were not only not liable for the rent, but nobody could sue the 
defendants in respect of their separate liability. Whereas, in a common 
demand for which two persons were liable, if one paid, then there was a 
right of contribution on the — of the one who made the payment 
8 the one who did not. ere was no authority for the ag soy 
wanced on behalf of the plaintiff. Oo-sureties were liable for the 
principal demanded either in whole or in part, and, as between co-sureties, 
there was not only the common law right of contribution, but there was 
the equitable right of contribution. The present question must often have 
arisen before, and if he were to accede to the principle contended for, 
where there was a series of underlessees, there would be endless com- 
plication. The plaintiff, no doubt, was in an unfortunate position, for he 
had lost his right as against his mortgagor, because his mortgagor was 
impecunious. The plaintiff's case, however, failed, and the action was 
dismissed, with costs.—Covnser, Romer, Q O., and Levett; Maclean, QC., 
and Swinfen Bady. Soxicitors, Robins, Billing, § Co., for Johnson & John- 
son, Stockport ; 4A. Nash. 


Re RISING SUN HOUSE PROPERTY ASSOCIATION—Stirling, P ke 
22nd March. 


Oompaxy—Vestinc Onper—Ex parte Appiication — Companies Act, 
1862. 


A question arose in this case whether an application for a vesting order 
under section 203 of the Companies Act, 1862, could be made ez parte. 
The section provides that “if any unregistered company has no power to 
gue or be sued in a common name, or if for any reason it appears 
the court may, by the order made for winding up such com- 
» OF by any subsequent order, direct that all such property, real 
- + « is to vest in the official liquidator or official 
or their =— name or names. . . .’’ The above 

Was an unregistered company within the meaning of Part 
VIII. of the panies Act, 1862. Its property was vested my trustees, 
of whom one only was now surviving, and who was a bankrupt. In June 
1889, a winding-up order under section 199 of the Act was made, an 
a liquidator ———. The trustee’s costs in the winding up had already 
been paid. Was an — by the official liquidator under section 
203 for a vesting order. In Re Albert Life Assurance Oo. (18 W. R. 91) 
James, V.C., made such sn order on an ¢z parte application, but in 


ERE 
ie 


: 


Re Albion Mutual Permanent Building Society (32 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
185) Chitty, J., refused to follow that decision, on the ground that it was 
not clear from the report of the case that the order was made without the 
consent of the trustees. An in ion, however, of the order in that 
case had been made at the Record Office, from which it did not appear 
that any consent was given on behalf of the tustees. 

Srreiine, J., made the order asked, subject to no reason being shewn 
against it by the chief clerk who had charge of the winding up, and sub- 
ject also to notice of it being served on the trustee in bankruptcy of the 
surviving trustee before the order was drawn up.—Covunszt, J. M. Stone, 
Soricrrors, Stones, Morris, § Stone. 


DACRES PATTERSON v. FOOTE—Kekewich, J , 21st March. 


PracticE—NoN-APPEARANCE OF PLAINTIFF AT TRIAL—PROoFr BY DEFEND-« 
ANT OF SERVICE oF Notice or Trrar—R, 8. O0., XXXI., 32. 


At the trial of this action the plaintiff did not appear, and the action 
was dismissed, with costs. The defendant had given notice of trial, and 
he now applied for the direction of the court whether it was necessary for 
him to prove service of the notice of trial upon the plaintiff. 

Kexewicu, J., said that he had held in a previous case that the same 
rule applied whether notice of trial had been given by plaintiff or defend- 
ant, and that it was not necessary that the defendant should prove service 
of the notice of trial.—Counset, Charles Walker. Soutcrrors, Brooks, 
Jenkins, § Co. 


BUCKLE ». FREDERICKS—Kekewich, J., 21st March. 


CovENANT—Bvuritpinc ScHEME—PROHIBITION OF TRADE OF RETAILER OF 
Wing, Spirits, ok BeER—ReErresfMent Bar at THEATRE. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs for an injunction to restrain the 
defendant from ing on at the Stratford Theatre, Essex, the trade of 
an innkeeper, victualler, or retailer of wine, spirits, or beer contrary to 
the provisions contained in the conveyances of the said premises to the 
defendant. The plaintiffs were the owners, and the defendant was the 
owner as to one and lessee as to other, of certain plots of und which 
had been laid out and sold by a land company under a building scheme ; 
and the conveyance by the company to the predecessors in title of the 
plaintiffs and defendant contained a covenant that ‘‘no public-house, 
beer-house, or house for the sale of beer, wine, or spirituous liquors shall 
be erected, nor shall the trade of an innkeeper, victualler, or retailer of 
wine, spirits, or beer be carried on or upon any lot.’” The defendant had 
started the Stratford Theatre upon the plots in his possession, and had 
opened a bar on one plot for the purpose of supplying the frequenters of 
the theatre with refreshment. It was argued for the defendant that he 
was not, in fact, carrying on any of the trades enumerated in the above 
covenant; that the refreshment bar was merely auxiliary to the business 
of the theatre. 

Kexewicu, J., said that it was not suggested that the defendant was 
carrying on the trade of an innkeeper or victualler, but if was said that 
he was a retailer of beer, wines, and spirits. He had a theatre, to which 
the building in question was a convenient annexe, and he used that 
building as a refreshment bar ; the theatre was open to all upon pay- 
ment of a fee, and all frequenting the theatre could resort to the bar, at 
which were retailed wines, spirits, and beer. This was directly within 
the words of the covenant. This case was entirely different from the case 
of Jones v. Bone (18 W. R. 489, L. R. 9 Eq. 674), relied upon by the 
defendant. In that case the covenant was directed against the carrying 
on of certain trades, and it was held that some other trade might be 
carried on, though similar articles were sold. An injunction must be 
granted in the terms of the covenant, but would be stayed pending an 
appeal.—Oounset, Marten, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady ; Haldane, Q.0., and 
W.L. Chubb. Soxticrrors, Russell § Co.; M. B. King. 





Iligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


COTTERILL v. LEMPRIERE—26th March. 


CrmimaL Law — ALTERNATIVE Osarcg — UNCERTAINTY — VALIDITY OF 
Convicrion. 


The question raised in this appeal was as to the validity of a conviction 
based upon an information which charged an offence against two classes 
of persons in the alternative without specifying against which class the 
offence had been committed. The facts were shortly these: A bye-law 
of the South Staffordshire District Tramways Co. provides that no smoke 
or steam shall be emitted from the engines of the company so as to con- 
stitute a reasonable ground of complaint ‘‘ to the public or the pas- 
sengers.”’ The appellant was the driver of one of the engines, and was 
charged upon an information with having permitted smoke to be emitted 
from his engine ‘‘ con to the bye-law.’’ It was proved before the 
magistrates that the emission of the smoke was a reasofable ground of 
complaint to the public. They convicted the appellant of the offence 
charged in the information, and inflicted a fine, according to the bye-law, 
but stated this case for the opinion of the High Court ; the main point to 
be decided being whether the information, and, consequently, the con- 
viction, were bad for not stating whether the offence had been committed 
against the public or against the passengers. It was argued for the 
appellant that the information and the conviction must state the exact 
offence charged, and that an alternative charge was not enough to sup- 
ES @ con on upon one of the alternatives. Rez v. Sadler (2 Ohitty, 

19), Rez v. North (6 D. & R. 143), and Rew v. Pain (7 D. & R. 678) were 
cited. On the other side it was contended that the objection was merely 
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technical, and that the failure to state the charge more precisely could 
not have prejudiced the appellant in his defence; the penalty for the 
cffence was the same, no matter against which class of committed. 

Lord Cotzriver, O.J., said that he felt himself obliged to yield to the 
objection which had been raised, though he agreed with Abbott, C.J., in 
Rez v. Pain, in thinking that it was ‘‘a very nice and subtle objection, and 
quite beside the merits.” It was not to be inferred from the bye-law that 
an offence against the public was also an offence against the passengers ; 
the emission of the smoke might be a reasonable ground of complaint to 
one of those classes only. It was clear from the decisions that where 
there were alternative offences stated in an Act, although the same penalty 
were imposed upon either alternative, yet the information must state 
which offence was charged. It might be that even in the present day, 
when the tendency was to take broad views and to discountenance techni- 
calities, this conviction would not be allowed to stand; but the question 
was not open for discussion. In Sadler’s case, in the year 1787, where 
the charge was that the defendant “ did kill or attempt to kill,”’ certain 
fish ; in North’s case, decided in 1825, where the information alleged an 
illegal sale of ‘‘ beer or ale’’; and in Pain’s case, in the following year, 
where the words were casks ‘‘of the description used, or intended to be 
used, for the smuggling of spirits,’’ the convictions were quashed for 
uncertainty. The same principle applied in the present case, and it was 
impossible to decide against the judgments of the great judges who 
decided that series of cases. The conviction must be quashed. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., said that the case must be decided accord to the well- 
known principles of the criminal law of England. Whére a man was 
charged with an offence, the question was whether those who made the 
charge against him had proved clearly and in strict form the charge which 
they had made. Even if the cases which had been cited had not existed 
he should have considered that this offence had not been properly charged in 
the information, and even that the uncertainty of the charge might have had 
ye ager consequences to the appellant. If an offence against passengers 
only had been charged, he would naturally have turned pod ey se to 
find witnesses to refute the charge ; if the offence alleged been against 
the public, he would have looked elsewhere. It was undoubtedly a 
hardship to him that he did not know which was the offence. There was 
a chain of authorities which seemed to have been quite rightly decided, 
and, apart from them, he would have arrived at the same result. Convic- 
tion quashed.—Oounsrt, Macintyre ; Johnstone Watson. Soxricrrors, Smiles, 
Binyon, § Ollard, for Duignan d: Elliot, Walsall; Charles Robinson. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Re PERKINS, Ex parte PERKINS—O. A. No. 1, 24th March. 


BankrupTcy—Rescission OF Recervinc OrpER—APPLICATION BY DenTror— 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 104. 


This was an application by the debtor to rescind a receiving order which 
the Court of Appeal, reversing the decision of the registrar, had made 
against him (see ante, p. 269). The debtor now made an affidavit stating 
that the petitioning creditor’s debt had been paid in full, and that the 
only two other creditors had also been paid. Receipts for these last two debts 
were exhibited to the affidavit. There was no affidavit by these two credi- 
—_ but o* petitioning creditor appeared upon the application and did 
not oppose it. - 

Tus Court (Lord Cotzriner, 0.J., Lord Esurr, M.R., and Fry, L J.) 
granted the application. They said that they did not hold that, whenever 
a debtor made an affidavit that all the creditors had been paid, and 
applied to have the receiving order rescinded, and the petitioning creditor 
stated that he was satisfied, the court would rescind the receiving order. 
It depended upon the circumstances of each case, and in the present cage 
they thought it safe to allow the receiving order to be rescinded.— 
Oounsz., Poley ; Yate-Lee. Sortcrrors, B. Kwnber ; Francis ¢ Johnson, 


Ex parte JONES, Re JONES—Q. B. Div., 21st March. 


Bankruptcy—Discuance—“‘ Oonpuct anp Arrairs”’ or BANKRuPT—Oon- 
DITIONAL ORDER—OoNnsBNT TO JUDGMENT—Bankrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 28 
— Practics, 

An important question arose in this case with reference to the species 
of ‘‘ conduct’? which the court is entitled to take into consideration on 
application by a bankrupt for his discharge. The case was an appeal 
against an order of the judge of the county court at Wrexham, granting 
an order of discharge subject to the condition of the bankrupt’s con- 
senting to judgment being entered against him for £250. The facts of 
the case were as follows :—In July, 1885, the bankrupt was defendant in 
an action for breach of promise of marriage in which the plaintiff 
recovered judgment for £500. In January, 1886, the bankrupt’s father 
died leaving behind him personalty valued for probate duty at £2,315, 
and real property worth £1,300 or £1,400 more. By his will, made five days 
before his death, all his children took substantial benefits except the bank- 
rupt, to whom a legacy of £10 only, payable on his mother’s death, was 
left. On April 11, 1889, a receiving order was made against the bankrupt 
on his own . The assets were practically nit, and the only 
creditor was the plaintiff in the breach of promise action, who proved for 
£596, made up of damages, costs, and interest on the judgment debt. 
Shortly before the petition in bankruptcy was filed, the bankrupt’s 
family offered the plaintiff £250 in satisfaction of her judgment, which, 
however, was refused. Upon these facts the county court judge gave 
the bankrupt an order of discharge subject to his consenting to a judg- 





ment for £250 being entered u ainst such judgment to be deemed 
to be satisfied if the bankrupt paid the official alles £200 within a by 


month. From this order the bankrupt now yee it being contended 
on his behalf that under the circumstances the ey iy - judge had 
no power to impose any condition whatever, and t the banlerapt, 
not having committed any offence under eection 28 or section 24 of 

Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was, by the decision in Zhe Board of Trade v. 
Block (37 W. R. 259, 19 Q. B. D. 39, 13 App. Cas. 570), entitled to an 
— order of discharge. The court reserved judgment on February 

ast. 


The judgment of Tue Court (Cave and A. L. Surrn, JJ.) dismissing the 
appeal was now read, in the of those judges, by Lxwrancz, J., 
which, after stating the facts above set out, proceeded:— For the 
appellant it is contended that the learned judge had no power to take 
the above facts and circumstances into consideration, and ought to have 
granted an unconditional order of discharge. Section 28, sub-section (2), 
of the Act of 1883 provides that “on the hearing of the application (for a 
discharge) the court shall take into consideration a report of the official 
receiver as to the bankrupt’s conduct and affairs, and may either grant or 
refuse an absolute order of discharge, or suspend the operation of the 
order for as ed time, or grant an order of sabject to an 
conditions with respect to any earnings or income which may ettereesie 
become due to the bankrupt, or with respect to his after-acquired 
property, provided that the court shall refuse the discharge in 
all cases where the bankrupt has committed any misdemeanour 
under this Act, or part II. of the Debtors Act, 1869, or any amendment 
thereof, and shall, on proof of any of the facts hereinafter mentioned, 
either refuse the order, or suspend the operation of the order for a speci- 
fied time, or grant an order of discharge subject to such conditions as 
aforesaid.’’ By sub-section (6) “‘ the court may, as one of the conditions 
referred to in the section, require the bankrupt to consent to judgment 
being entered t him by the official receiver or trustee for any 
balance of the debts provable under the bankruptcy which is not satis- 
fied at the date of his discharge ; but in such case execution shall not be 
issued on the judgment without leave of the court, which leave may be 
given on proof that the bankrupt has since his discharge pro- 
perty or income available for payment of his debts.” Now, at 
the section according to its natural grammatical > 
that the court is to take into consideration the bankrupt’s conduct and 
affairs, and after such consideration may, in the exercise of a judicial dis- 
cretion, grant, refuse, or suspend the order of di or grant it sub- 


jectto conditions. Then comes a proviso which, in cases, takes away 
this discretion and compels the judge to refuse or modify the order. 
According to its na and constru the proviso does 


not cover the whole of the ground taken up by the first part of the sec- 
tion, and still leaves room in cases not covered by the proviso for the 
exercise of the discretion of the judge. What, then, is to be understood by 
the words ‘‘conduct and affairs’?? We were invited by the appel- 
lant to hold that the conduct which can be considered by the judge is 
limited to the species of conduct referred to in section 28, sub-section 
(3), and that no conduct outside that sub-section and section 24 can be 
looked at. In support of this contention reliance was placed on Block's 
case. In that case the debtor, after his bankruptcy, had refused to comply 
with the request of the trustee that he should be medically examined in 
order that an insurance might be effected on his life with the view of 


selling a reversionary interest he 

obvious that, unless a duty to comply with such a request is somewhere 
imposed on the bankrupt, a to submit to medical examination is 
not misconduct, and, therefore, that it was necessary to find 

in the Bankruptcy Act from which it could be inferred that it was the 


duty of the bankrupt to submit to such an 


; 


entirely on the question whether there is or is not such a duty to be in- 
ferred, and it was held, both in the Court eg em in the House of 
Lords, that no such duty is imposed on the , and, that ngage 
such refusal was not misconduct within the meaning of section 28, 


consequently not conduct which the judge would consid 
cation for a disch . Our attention was, however, 
to certain dicta in case which deserve our res 
In the Court of Appeal Lord Esher, M.R., remarked the 
which is to be taken into account under section 28 in determining 
the bankrupt should be discharged, if it be not one of the 
fied in that section, must be something described in section 
servations of Lopes, L.J., in the same case were also urged 
says: ‘* In my opinion the word ‘ conduct’ in section 28 
what I will general misconduct. For instance, i 

e, be said to include immoral conduct, 
or however unreasonable. Nor, again, in my 
it include a breach of an obligation not Fg pare with the 


a 
i 


Ad 
n i 
Pa 


= 


i 
o¢ 


: 
; 


in that respect might be.” Inthe House of Lords Lord Macnaghten 
is re to have said: ‘* The | oregees is, was such a refusal conduct 
which ought to have been taken into consideration when the 

applied for his order of discharge. That depends on sections 24 and 
of the Act. The case does not fall within any of the cases in 
section 28. Ky ede er pray em driven to on section 24.” 
The argument ed on these dicta was that they the 

that the only conduct of the bankrupt which could be taken into con- 
sideration was that specifically bed in sub-section (3) of section 28. 


I 


Now, in the first place, this argument no meaning to the word “ affairs” 
in section 28, sub-section (2). Ithas pointed out by Lindley, L.J., in 


Re Bullen, Ex parte Arnaud (5 Morrell’s Bankruptcy Cases, 243), that the con- 
dition which may be imposed under sub-section (6) is not to be imposed as a 

eral punishment for misconduct. His lordship there says: ‘* There is 
no evidence that the man (the bankrupt) will ever have any after-acquired 
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property; and under these circumstances I think, primd facie, one ought 
not to tie a man up by such a judgment (under sub-section (6) ). A man 
ought not to be placed in such a position unless something is likely to be 
d by it.’’ In these observations, if I may respectfully say so, I 
entirely concur, and in Re Shackleton, Fx parte Shackleton (6 Morrell’s 
eee Cases, 304), I endeavoured to express the same idea. But the 
conclu I draw from the use of the word ‘‘affairs"’ in section 28 and 
from this particular condition in sub-section (6) is that it was notthe inten- 
tion of the ture that a man who was not able to pay his debts at a 
given time, but who had reasonable e tions of acquiring property after- 
wards, should take advantage of the Act to get rid of his debts on payment 
of a smal] dividend, or perhaps none at all, and by getting an unconditional 
discharge ent himself in a position to enjoy without molestation from his 
creditors property which he had every reason to believe would shortly 
devolve upon bim. Let me take the very common case of a man who has 
reason for thinking that he will take large pecuniary benefits under the 
will of his father or an uncle, or some other wealthy relative. Such 
expectations are very naturally shared by those who are acquainted with 
his eam, and tradesmen and others are ready to give such a man credit 
in the expectation of being paid when these expectations are realized. If 
the construction of the appellant is correct, such a man might, after he 
had enjoyed the benefit of this credit and when all his creditors were con- 
tent to wait until these expectations were realized, file his petition in the 
Bankru Court, and, in the absence of fraud, demand his discharge with- 
out peying his creditors any dividend, thus leaving himself free to enjoy 
the benefit of his relation’s generosity without sharing a sixpence of it with 
those who had trusted him in the expectation of being paid out of this 
fund. That such a state of things could be brought about without any 
actual fraud on the part of the expectant heir is obvious to anyone with 
the least knowledge of the world, and of the way in which credit is given 
to persons of that class. Take, again, such a case as that of Re Clarkson, 
Ba parte Allestree (2 Morrell’s Bankruptcy Cases, 219), where, on a considera- 
tion of the bankrupt’s affairs, we modified the order of discharge in the 
manner ted out by sub-section (6). It was, indeed, suggested there 
that the pt had brought himself within sub-section (3) because he 
had pleaded a defence to an action for breach of promise of marriage which 
defence he had afterwards withdrawn ; but, assuming that the plaintiff in an 
action of breach of promise of marriage is a creditor within sub-section 
3 (e), the expense the plaintiff was put to by the pleading a defence 
Ww was afterwards withdrawn could be but small, and substantially 
the result would have been the same if he had let judgment go against 
him by default. In my judgment, therefore, the learned judge was 
justified in taking into consideration the affairs of the bankrupt, and if 
on such consideration he came to the conclusion that the wg would 
probably come into ion of property in the future, and had pre- 
pn pe Sato —_ — — might get a of ee creditor first, 
enjoy his subsequently acquired property without having to pay an 
pate of this debt, it was within his power to make the order which S 
In my opinion, looking at the offer to pay £250 which was 
ly before the petition was presented, and to the circumstances 
m of the bankrupt, the judge was justified in coming to that 
and I have very little doubt that the £250 will ultimately be 
considerations are sufficient to dispose of this appeal, but I 
to add a few words with reference to the dicta in Block’s case 
, because in some quarters they have been taken as amounting 
that the ‘‘conduct” referred to in section 28 must be con- 
e instances of misconduct specified in sub-section (3) or in 
ow the subject of complaint in Block's case was that the 
refused to submit to a medical examination which the 
him to submit to in order that he might insure the bank- 
was conduct of a negative character, and in order to 
@ refusal is misconduct it is necessary to shew that the 
required to do the thing which he has refused to do. 
hich were referred to for this purpose were sections 24 
sub-section (2), refers to particular kinds of misconduct 
section (3). Sub-section (7) prescribes the conduct of 
his discharge. Section 24 imposes certain duties on 
reference to giving information to the trustee and the 
in the realization of his property and the distribution 
proceeds among the creditors. Acco to the view of the 
the Court of Appeal and of the House of Lords respectively, 
these sections required the bankrupt to submit to a medical 
and therefore he was not guilty of any misconduct within sec- 
This view of the subject amply explains all that was said by Lord 
and leaves only the dicta of the Master of the Rolls and 
-, to be dealt with. The Legislature has nowhere expressly 
‘conduct ’’ which is to be considered under section 28, 
To my mind it is quite impossible to hold that the 
sub-section is coextensive with the first part of the sub- 
were so, and if no conduct could be considered except 
in sub-section (3), it would necessarily follow that mis- 
within section 24 could not be considered, nor yet 
within section 29, which, however, by the express language 
is to be considered. There is, therefore, necessarily conduct 
considered other than that specified in sub-section (3), and it 
conduct which the Legislature has considered may be dealt with by a 
punishment than the conduct specified in sub-section (3), for the 
has invested the judge with more discretion with regard to it. 
the word conduct must have some limitation. It cannot apply 
man’s behaviour from the time he became responsible for his actions 
to the day of the hearing. As was held in Re Brockelbank, Ex parte 
(6 Morrell’s Bankruptcy Oases, 138), the conduct referred to must be 
connected with or arising out of the bankruptcy. So far as I can 
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judge that is all that Lopes, L.J., meant to say in that part of his 
judgment in Block’s case which has been cited above. Of what nature ig 
the conduct specifically referred to in sub-section (3)? [t is conduct of 
various kinds connected with the bankruptcy, as, for instance, in the case 
of a trader neglecting to keep proper books, or continuing to trade after 
he knew himself to be insolvent, or in the case of any bankrupt contract. 
ing a debt without reasonable prospect of payment, bringing on the 
bankruptcy by blamable speculation or extravagance, putting a creditor 
to expense by a frivolous or vexatious defence to an action, undue 
ag ey former bankruptcy, fraud, or fraudulent breach of trust. It 
difficult to reduce these kinds of conduct to any general head. The 
are all connected with the bankruptcy under investigation except (7), whic 
refers to a previous bankruptcy or arrangement with creditors. They are 
all acts of commission except (a), the omission to keep proper books of 
account. Let us suppose that the bankrupt has been guilty of conduct 
analogous to that referred to in sub-section (3), and injurious to his creditors 
in the same kind of way, is he nevertheless to be entitled as a matter 
of right to an absolute order of discharge ? ry it were 
roved that the bankrupt had caused his clerks to keep the books required 
y clause (a), but had neglected to look at them, and therefore had con- 
tinued to trade after he was insolvent without knowing himself to be so, 
or suppose that he had not brought on but had contributed to the bank- 
ruptcy by rash and hazardous speculation or unjustifiable extravagance in 
living, or had brought on his bankruptcy by gambling or by culpable 
neglect of his business, or that he had put any of his creditors to 
unnecessary expense by bringing a frivolous or vexatious action or counter- 
claim against him, or that he had dissipated his assets by making payments 
which were undue preferences within section 48, but not within sub- 
section (3) (7) aa substitutes a different starting point for the three 
months to run from), or which would have been undue preferences if the 
petition had been presented three days earlier, or (to take a case not so 
cognate to the cases in section 28 as those already given) that the bank- 
rupt’s assets were insufficient to pay any dividend, or that there had been 
a very large loss or disappearance of assets shortly before the bankruptcy 
which the bankrupt had failed to account for satisfactorily. Surely it 
cannot be that in all these cases the bankrupt is entitled to insist upon an 
unconditional and immediate discharge as soon as his public examination 
is concluded. None of these considerations were before the Oourt of 
Appeal in Block’s case. The court was not dealing with blameworthy acts 
of commission which had brought on the bankruptcy or had caused any 
creditors to trust the bankrupt, or which had squandered the assets before 
they were handed over to the trustee. It was dealing with a refusal to do 
an act after all the assets had been handed over to the trustee, and which, 
in the opinion of the majority of the court, was a refusal to do somethin 
which had no relation to his property, or to the distribution of it, an 
therefore it was necessary to find, either in section 28 or section 24, an 
express or implied prohibition of such conduct, or at all events of conduct 
of an analogous nature, and, as the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords 
held, no such express or implied prohibition is to be found. I need hardly 
say that I accept unhesitatingly the decision of tke House of Lords in 
Block's case, which indeed affirms in effect a decision of my own, but I do not 
think that the dicta referred to have the wide import which has been attri- 
buted to them, because I believe that the Master of the Rolls and Lopes, 
L.J., bad before them very different considerations than those which I have 
been discussing above. The appeal must be dismissed, with costs.— 
Counset, FE, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and F. C. Willis; Muir Mackenzie ; 
Lankester. Soxicrrors, Rooke ¢ Sons, for Wynne Evans, Wrexham; The 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; Morgan, Son, § Upjohn, for Williams ¢ 
Millard, Dolgelly. 





Solicitors’ Cases 
Re SMITH, PINSENT, & CO.—OChitty, J., 26th March. 


Soxicrrors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44), Guneran 
OrpgR, CLAUSE 2 (ce), scHEDULE 1, PART 1, RB. 2, AND SCHEDULE 2— 
TAxaTION—INEFFECTUAL Sate By AUCTION. 


This was a summons by a firm of solicitors to review taxation. It 
appeared that in 1886 the executors and trustees of a will, in pursuance 
of an order by North, J., put up for sale by auction real property of the 
testator for the — of satisfying certain debts, &c., but the property 
was not sold, In 1888 an order was made empowering the trustees to 
postpone the sale, and in the meanwhile to let the property and raise the 
requisite sums by mortgage. The mortgage was effected. In 1889 the 
property was again put up for sale and not sold. The applicants, being 
employed as solicitors in the trust, had acted in both abortive sales. 
Having, upon the petition of their clients, carried in their bill for taxa- 
tion, the taxing master objected to the items, consisting of fees and dis- 
bursements under schedule 2 of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, 
for the abortive sales, and considered that the case wassgoverned by Re 
Dean, Ward y. Holmes (32 Ch. D. 209). The grounds of objection were 
that the Remuneration Order provided for the allowance of scale charges 
when the property was not sold at once, but sold subsequently, and to 
allow the items according to schedule 2 might give the solicitors twice or 
thrice the amount they would be entitled to under the scale if the pro- 
perty had been sold, and enable the solicitors to receive at a subsequent 
period the scale charge when the peoneely was disposed of, in addition to 
the under schedule 2. therefore disallowed all the items 
under ule 2. The applicants submitted that they were entitled to 
be paid under schedule 2, as they had not completed the whole of the 
work, and that it did not follow that they would be the solicitors who 
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would be employed to sell at a future time, If they completed the sale 
hey would have to allow against their costs the charges now made. 

Ourrry, J., said that, as the object of the proposed realization of the 
property had now been otherwise effected, it was not likely that the 
property would again be put up for sale for sometime. The solicitors 
were not bound to wait to be paid for their services. The case was not 
one of instructions to sell still standing. He thought that the taxing 
master should have taxed the items. If the same solicitors were, as a 
matter of fact, — at a future time they would not be paid twice 
over, but they would be paid on a quantum meruit basis, and not on the 
scale charge. If they asked to be paid on the scale charge they would 
have to bring in what they had already received. The matter must be 
remitted to the taxing master to tax the items disallowed under schedule 
9:—OounsEL, R. F. Norton. Soxtcrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Smith, 
Pinsent, ¢ Co., Birmingham. 





*,* In the report of Re Building Societies’ Trust (ante, p. 334), among the 
names of solicitors, for ‘‘ W. A. Bisley’’ read ‘* W. A. Bilney.” 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 24.—Mr. CO. W. Williams in the chair.—Dr. Bateman Napier 
moved: ‘*That the Report of the Parnell Commission is a substantial 
justification of the conduct of the Irish party. and of Mr. Parnell in 

articular.’ Mr. A. K. Common opposed. he other ers were 

. Herbert-Smith and Messrs. H. W. Preston, J. L. V. 8. Williams, D. 
McMillan, H. W. Manns, H. J. H. Bull, and R. Storry Deans. On a 
division the motion was lost by one vote. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James ALEXANDER Renrovt, barrister, who has been elected M.P. 
for the Eastern Division of Downshire in the Conservative interest, 
is the eldest sou of the Rev. Alexander Rentoul. He was educated at 
Queen’s College, Galway, and he is an LL.D. of the Queen’s Lag me 
Ireland. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 
1884, and he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit. He is a member of 
a unty Council, as a representative of the borough of Wool- 

ich. 


Mr. Witt1am Prrr Conzert, barrister, has been appointed Challis Pro- 
fessor of Law in the University of Sydney. Mr. Cob tt is the eldest son 
of the Rev. Pitt Uobbett, vicar of Orofton, Hampshire. He was educated 
at University College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in Juris- 
ces in 1876. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in November, 


Mr. Henry Texzss, solicitor, of Bedford, has been appointed Clerk 
to the magistrates for that borough, in succession to the late Mr. Theed 
William Pearse. Mr. Tebbs was admitted a solicitor in 1869. 


Mr. Henry Gzorcz Warts, solicitor (of the firm of Dixon, Watts, & 
Elkin), of Lancaster House, Savoy, has been appointed Returning Officer 
for the borough of Fulham. Mr. Watts was admitted a solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Joun Dickinson, barrister, has been appointed a Stipendiary 
Magistrate for the metropolis. Mr. Dickinson is the fourth son of Dr. 
— Dickinson, of Liverpool. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Oambridge. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michael- 
mas Term, 1871, and he has practised on the Northern Circuit. Mr. 
7 nae bas acted as deputy-stipendiary magistrate for the borough of 

iverpool. 

Mr. Bznsamin Francis Wii11aMs, Q.0., has been appointed Recorder of 
the borough of Oardiff. Mr. Williams is the only son of Mr. Enoch 
Williams, of Merthyr Tydvil. He was educated at Shrewsbury School 
and at St. John’s College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1867. He is a member of the South Wales 
and Ohester Circuit. -He was for several years a revising barrister, and he 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1885. He has been recorder of the borough 
of Carmarthen since 1878, and he is a magistrate for Monmouthshire. 


Mr. Ricuarp Diesy Oxzassy, barrister, has been appointed High Sheriff 
of Brecknockshire for the ensuing year. Mr. Cleasby is the eldest son of 
the late Mr. Baron Oleasby. He was educated at Eton and Trinity Col- 
lege, Cambridge, where he graduated in the third class of the Classical 
Tripos in 1861, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Term, 1864. He formerly practised on the Home Circuit and at the 
Surrey Sessions. Mr. Oleasby is a magistrate for Brecknockshire. 


Mr. Tuomas Puztrs, solicitor (of the firm of Phelps, ick, & 
Biddle), of 18, Gresham-street, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of 
the County of London (Alderman Sir James Whitehead) to be Under- 
neg +. aomty for the ensuing year. Mr. Phelps was admitted a 

r . 


Mr. Wiis Joxun Anperson, barrister, has been appointed Chief 
Justice of the Colony of British Honduras. Ohief Justice Anderson is the 
second son of Sir George Oampbell Anderson. He was educated at Pem- 
broke yee ge and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 

» 1869. He was formerly Chief Justice of the Turks and 


Giese Islands, and he has been for several years a distriet magistrate in 
amaica. 


Mr. James Somervett, barrister, who has been elected M.P. for the 
Ayr boroughs in the Oonservative interest, is the eldest son of Mr. 
Graham Somervell, of Sorn Castle, Ayrshire. He was educated at 
Harrow and St. John’s College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1870. Mr. Somervell is a mem- 
ber of the South-Eastern Circuit. He is a magistrate for Ayrshire. 


Mr. Epmunp Francis Vessy Knox, barrister, who has been elected 
M.P. for the Western Division of the county of Cavan in the» Home Rule 
interest, is the eldest son of Mr. Vesey Edmund Knox. He was educated 
at Keble Oollege, Oxford, where he graduated first class in Modern 
History in 1886, and he was afterwards elected a Fellow of All Soul’s 
College. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in January, 1889. 


Mr. Gzorncz Wasuincton Hzywoop, barrister, has been appointed 
Judge of the Manchester and Salford County Courts (Circuit No. 8), on 
the resignation of Mr. John Archibald Ri »Q.0. Judge Heywood is 
the second son of Mr. Abel Heywood, of Manchester, and was born in 
1842. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 
1868, when he obtained a certificate of honour of the first class, and he is 
a member of the Northern Circuit, having practised locally at Manchester. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vtions. 

Joun Atrrep Percy Incoupsy, James Fraser Bucxiey, and Hanry 
Joun Apxin, solicitors (Ingoldby, Buckley, & Adkin), 10, Finsbury- 
square, London. Nov. 25. [ Gazette, March 21. 

Atrrep Doveie and og Samoa Emerson, solicitor om Double & 
Emerson), 27, Jewin-crescen' legate, London. March 1. 

_ satiated [@azette, March 25. 


GENERAL. 


Sir Charles Russell, M.P., intends to spend the Easter vacation in 
Madeira. 


The Trust Companies Bill was passed through the report stage in the 
House of Lords on the 24th inst. 


The death is announced of the Rev. Christopher Bowen, of Totland 
Bay, Freshwater, the father of Lord Justice Bowen. 


Mr. Baron Pollock is said to be suffering from bronchial weakness and 
general depression, and has been ordered by Sir Andrew Clark to take a 
complete rest for three months. 


The Hon. Society of Lincoln’s-inn have sent a donation of 200 guineas 
to the Barristers’ Benevolent Association in addition to their annual sub- 
scription of 50 guineas, which they have contributed for some years. 


It is stated that the position of chief ——— of the m has 
been offered to and accepted by Mr. Jobn ge. 

trate was called to the bar on the 25th of January, 1850, and was ted 
a metropolitan magistrate on the 18th of January, 1872. On the of 
the late Mr. Flowers he was transferred from the Southwark Police-court, 
where he had. presided for some years, to Bow-street, in which court he 
has adjudicated on a number of important cases. 


The Public Trustee Bill came before the Standing Committee of the 
House of Lords on Tuesday. After some discussion, first three clauses 
were agreed to. Olause 4 was amended to read as follows :—‘‘ Where pro- 


i 


he 

with t ch as to him to 

ae einelly totoreatodt te assent of su pomene cn cupeet be 
or 


of of em such solicitor or bank as the solicitor 
bank to the trust.” ‘He what was the use of this? The Lord Ohan- 
cellor thought the sub-section was required, and Lord Herschell t 
that if the words were not might give up all hope of 


solicitors to be employed. He was not sorry to see tation 
to the existing system. After some it was to, with ver- 
bal alterations. Lord Bramwell took exception to the word “‘ employed 


in relation to a bank, but after a discussion, in which the Lord Ohancellor 
defended of the word, the clause, as amended, was agreed to, 
The edn tage A Bp toe Bre to, and the Bill was ordered to be 





reported to the House. 
.) 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICA’'URE, 
ROTA CF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No.2. Kay. Ourrry. 
M March... ........ 31 Mr. Pugh Mr, Farmer Mr. Leach 
ee April. a Rolt y 
y 2 Pugh Farmer Leach 
3 Beal Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
NokTH, STIRLING. KEKEWIOCH. 
3t Mr. Clowes Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton 
1 Jackson C. ard 
— Clowes Lavie Pemberton 
he Jackson Carrington Ward 





The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 4th day of April, an 
terminate on Tuesday, the 3th day of April, 1890, both days inclusive. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, March 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Crown BANE, LiwitrED—Petn for winties up, presented March 20, directed to be 
heard before North, J, on March E Ghencery lane. solor for petner 
Savoy PUBLISHING Go, phat an onder made by Kekewich, J, dated 

March 15, it was ordered that the company be wound up Greenfield & *Crack- 
place. Strand, solors for petners 
THE ANGLO-AFRICAN DIAMOND MrininG Co, LumitTED—Creditors are required. o 
or before May 5, to send their names and addresses, and the —— of their 
debts or claims, to Sir Henry Barkly, 9, New Broad st Ingle & Co, Thread- 
needle st, solors for liquidators 
ee ween mw Co, LuutreD—Creditors are uired, on or before April 
= _ names and addresses, and the parti culars of their debts or 
Mesers Thompson and Wostinholm, 10, Norfolk row, Sheffield Binney 
& Sons, Shefield, solors 4 liquidators 
THe TRANSPARENT WIRE Wove Roorine Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before April 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particu 
their Edwin Eltham Johnson, 110, Cannon st White, - i. 


debts or claims, to 
gate circus, solor for —_ 

Untrep Bacon CURING LuotTep—Petn for winding w > ew March 6, 
directed to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, h 29 Ingle & Co, 
Sieendncothe st, colors for petners 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
HUtz STREET TRAMWAYS Co—Chitty, J, has, by an order dated Jan 16, appointed 


William Parker Burkinshaw, Kingston upon Hull, to be official liquidator 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Ex.iorr, Otyey, & Co, Lrurrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 21, 4 
send their names and addresses, and the santion rs of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas Mortimer, 100, King st, "Manchester Friday. May 2, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adj udicating upon the debts and claims 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
pon meg Socrety, Butchers’ Arms Inn, Great Waltham, Essex March 15 
Goop Intent LopGz, Gardeners Friendly Society, Gre; hound Inn, Church Mer- 
rington, nymoor, Darham March 18 

Great Griwspy District, Ancient Free mg Friendly Society, Eagle 
Hotel. Nelson st, Great Grimsby. Lincoln March 1 

Hawrnors Brossom Loves, U.O.F.G. Frie nity Society, Three Tuns Inn, Rain- 
ton Gate, Fence Houses, Durham March 1 

Laien Disteicr, U.U.F. c. rently Sete, White Horse Hotel, Market st, 


Spee hoe. & United Free Gardeners Friendly Society, Miners’ Arms 
st, Heath Town, Wolverhampton, Staff srd “March 13 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Marc’ 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Bisnor’s Creek Gord Miyinc Co, Limrrep—By an order made by Kekewich, 
March 15, it was ordered that the company be wound up Phelps & 


By an order made by Kekewich, J, dated 
st solr for petns — ‘that the company be wound up Tilleard, ‘Lombard 
st, color 


Vp at at bis chatsbor, for the sppotatment oft dal guidatay 
or the &@ ntment of an 0 
MazrNR ‘4xD yaemenas tore Lawp, BUILDING, OTD " 


NVESTMENT Co, LimcreD—Petn 

up, ted March 2, directed to be —y before Chitty, J, on 

yk 19 Old Jewry, agent for Hazard & Pratt, Harleston, solors for 
iammnnee— Cooitbers =e soauseeh, on or before April 19, to send their 
Bames and addresses, and rticulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 


Whinney, 8, Old Jewry — ril 23, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 

adjudicating upon the debts pon Fh oa 
mw AZERLOO DRBWOEY Co, Limrrep — geen are required, on or before 
"iter. to send their 4 and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
to Joseph Taylor, 26, Clegg st, Oldham Ascroft, Oldham, solors for 


UNLIMITED Im CHANCERY, 

CommrnciaL Bank oF Lowpon—Creditors are required, on or before April 21, to 
send their names and address, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Richard Thomas — d, 71, Bishopsgate-treet Tuesday, a? 29, at 3, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and clai: 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


LALY OF THE VALLEY FRIENDLY Society, Lion Hotel, Aire st, Castleford, Nor- 
manton, York March 21 








If the house in which you live is going to p. sold over your head, why not 
it? eae rom tr business by taking the purchase-money out of 
comes ae the money with the chance of ying % caites in 
time. Get a hberal and ¢ advance from the TEMPERANCE 

; _— Society, 4, Ludgate- E.C. Full particulars free by 


i 


SR A ET RA TR ANA a ae 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF OLaArIM. 
London Gasette.—FRipay, March 14. 
BEAL, SAMUEL. Greens Norton, Nerthampton, Clerk. April 11. Paris v Beal 
Chitty, J. Greville, Towcester 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, March 21. 
PATTERSON, FREDERICK HENRY, Charterhouse sq, Hotel Proprietor. April 18 
seas nya my Stirling, J. Colman & Knight, Raymond bldge, 
_— London Gasette.—TUESDAY, March 25. 
PALMER, CHARLES, Manthorpe cum Little Gonerby, Grantham, Lincoln, Gent: 
April 21. Palmer v Hardwick, Official Referee, Rolls yard, Chancery lane, 
Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRipaY, March 14. 
AITKEN, THOMAS, Bacup, Lancs, Gent. April18. Wright & Son, Bacup 
ALLEN, STEPHEN. Downham Market, Shouldham, Norfolk, D.D. April 17. Field 
& Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ARIS, JOHN, Plumpton, Northampton, Gent. April 30. Howes & Co, Towcester 
ew gam, Windermere, Gent. April 5. Heelis & Son, Hawkshead, 


Bassett, WILLIAM JAMES, Old Charlton, Kent, Gent. April 7. Bartley, Somerset 
st, Portman s 
SaWwigs, See Tria Torn, Cape hill, Staffs, Metal Broker. April 14. Thomas, 


gham 
BILLINGs, ADM, Lichfield. April 2i. Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 
eee JOHN, Unasten, nr Manchester, Dommercial Olerk. Mayi. Chapman 


oa” neem Sydenham Hill, Kent, Esq. April 23. Rhodes & So: 
en en p ; odes mn. 

Stinners’ Hall, Hall, ‘Nowente bh ved : 

TTHEW, ‘Hartlepool, Gent. April1. Todd & Harrison, West Hartle- 


EN, eames GORDON, Westbourne, Sussex. April2i. Greenwood, Chi- 
Fanny, Winson Green, Birmingham. April 11. Cottrell & Son, Bir- 


CLARKE, THOMAS mAS, Aldridge, Staffs, Gent. Aprili1. Cottrell &Son, Birmingham 


Cottox, EDwaBD Don BENJAMIN, Pegwell Bay, nr Ramsgate. April19, Han- 
bury & Co., New Br st 
CROSSLEY, gsr Batley, Yorks. March 22. Schofield & Co, Batley 


CRUTCHLEY, Ro JosEPH LOGAN, Colonel, Princes sq, Bayswater. April 14. 
Vallatore & rVolasen, Essex st, Strand 
—— Jang, Alnwick, Northumberland. April 15. Forster & Paynter, Aln- 


mum, Dicem, Walsworth, nr Hitchin, Herts, March 25, Hawkins & Co, 


ite 
Forp, GEORGE, Grasscroft, Saddleworth, Yorks, Gent. April 12. Fripp, Oldham 
ae Se, ——, green, Aughton, Lancs, Shipowner. ppril 10. 


we 
GARDINER, Mary, W oetbine, Sussex, April12. Collet & Minton, Worthing 


GENTRY, MARIA, Scheer rd, Uoper Seetaaten. April 26. Coreellis & Oo, 
Wandsworth and Quali ae hancery lan 
oo , Southam st, estbourne 7. “April 22. Brown, Lincoln’s inn 


e 

GUIVER, WILLIAM HENRY, Southam st, Westbourne pk, Gent. April 22. Brown, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

HANKeyY, WILLIAM Sco7t, Frances st, Victoria st, Westminster, Secretary of 
Lim Co, , 12, A ohnson & Oo, Austinfriars 

aes com, oy ome with Bonds, Lancs, Tanner. April 3. Banks & Co, 

an 
Howau, uous, Manchester, Pack Sheet Manufacturer. April 26. Allen & 
ne 
Huaues, JOHN, Aberdare, Glam, Assistant Overseer. April 29. Gery, Aber- 


JOHNSON, HENRY, Aston juxta Birmingham, retired Timber Merchant’s Fore- 
man. April12. Ro mn, Birming’ 

LATTIMORE, Hrepy, ’ Wheathampstead Place Farm, nr St Albans. 
April 30, Spence & Co, Hertford 

Lucas. ¥, Cromwell rd, South Kensington, Gent. April 30, Lee & Qo, 
Queen Victoria st 


Bann THOMAS. ease, Vonsiageh st, Mercantile Clerk. April22. J A 
, Winchester House. Old B st 
Ewan, ERT GEORGE, Eltham, Kent, July 31. Soames & Co, Lincoln’s 


news t Lonees, FREDEBICE, the Sanctuary, Westminster. April) 25, Noyes, 


the ctuary, Wes 
hag Mazi, Stapenhill, Derby. April 26. Small, Burton on Trent 

ro Se ee ogy Janes, Clifton, Bristol, retired Commercial Traveller. April 16. 
READE, wie eames STanHore Hosxyns, Carreglwyd and HBerw, Anglesey, 


. April 30. Christmas, Bloomsbury sq 
Rieger, Rosert, Marshside, nr Southport, Fisherman. April 23. Threlfall, 


Southport 
ScuWwEiGc, CARLINE Emma, Mayflower rd, Clapham. April 12, Heather & Sons, 
Paternoster row 
SEWELL, WILLIAM joe py Loughton, Essex, Esq. April 20. Gellatly & War- 
ton, Lombard ct, rch 


Gracechu st 
Upto, x, tz Goons, Ratcliff on the Wreak, Leics. April 8, Deane & Hauds, 
Upton, Wsttis,itatlitt om he Wreak, Leicester, Farmer. April 8. Deane 
ughboroug 
WALLHEAD, Wim, B ton, Innkeeper. April 30. Milliagton & Simpson, 
WILKS, SussnNau, Burnley. Aprili9. Bulcock, Burnley 
WILLAY, yeten Miizs, Aubourn, Lincs, Clerk in Holy Orders. April 30. 


eS Lincoln 
Wricut, Epwin me Parson, Moseley, Worcester, Gent. April 16. Foster, Bir- 
mingham 











WARNING 50 prEmeeee Hoven OUsE PurcnasERs & Lussxus.—Before we purchasing or 
a house Sani e Veotilntion tethoroughly exami: an 
from ‘the a“ y tic te Town all mics 


Sanitary & Ven' 65, 
Piety 9 Wentmiintor (Eetab, fins), who alec undewtotcs entilation Hepinices 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasette—F RIDAY, March 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anzy, Teoma, | os Wortley, Leeds, Clerk Leeds 
Ord March 19 


Pet March 18 
Pair Ord Marsh 1 Bury, Florist Bolton Pet March 


Leigh, eee Agent Bolton 
me ch ie g Ord arch 1 Hull,Gent Kingsto 
ston on Hull, Gen ngston 
on Hull ofp et t Reb ¢ Ord Marc 
CapoGaNn, Hon. CHARLES HENRY 1 ae = 
Gran, ber yt Kensington High Court Pet 
8) ar 
‘aRnR, THOMAS, Anfield, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool 
Cae oma 8 Ord Marche” wa 
CHAMBERS ‘ew -p—Tk Joiner Barnsley Pet 


March 18 
CLARKE, Epwarp LEwis, Warwick, Butcher War- 
Umbrella 


wick Pet March18 Ord March 18 
COATES, NARD, Knightrider aol 
Man - + eed High Court Pet March 19 Ord 
James, Alne, Yorks, late Farmer York 
Pet t March 17 Ord March 17 
CULNANE, CHARLES, ms Pombridg ge villas, Deprwater, 


Greengrocer i High Court Pet Feb27 March 
DALBIAC, Victoria mansions, Victoria ao bd 
Majorin H HM sArmy High Court Pet Jan13 


0: 

DALTON, owas JAMES, late of Waltham Cross, 
Herts, Provision Dealer Edmonton Pet Feb 22 
Lge! — March 17 

DetF, Rosa Emuy, Norwich, Milliner Norwich 
Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Fotgy, THomas, Aucoats, , + Lath Maker 

Manchester Pet March 19 Ord March 19 


GRAVER, WALTER WrtiiaM, Horsford, Norfolk 
Ser S Norwich Pet Marchi7 Ord March 17 
Hammon , Lee, Kent, Builder Greenwich 


ABRAHAM 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 
Huw, JouN, Eccleshall, nr Sheffield, Licensed 
Vie’ tualler Sheffield Pet March 19 Ord March 19 

Hoge, THomas, Berwick on Tweed, Kruiterer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet March 5 Ord March 18 

Hunt, CHARLES HockInG, Truro, Cornwall, Coach- 
builder Truro Pet March 17° Ord March 17 

Hunt, NEVILLE, and WILLIAM RUMSEY, a 
Merchants Manchester Pet March 17 Ord 
March 17 

KEELING, ALFRED, Market Drayton, Salen, Tailor 
Nautwich and Crewe Pet March Ord 
March 17 

LzEcH, THOMAS HENRY, Orewe, Checiine Depeiiane 
Broker Orewe Pet March 18 Ord March 

Luxe, Davin SmirH, Barrow in Furness, Olothier 
Barrow in Furness Pet March19 Ord March 19 

a JOSEPH, Alie pl, Gt Alie st, bi pe er | 
-~ ae. High Court Pet March 18 rd 

arch 18 

MzIcH, WALTER, Birmingham, + al Birming- 
ham Pet Marchi9 Ord March 

Moreis, RicHargD OsoaR, Stratford a Avon, Gun- 
smith Warwick Pet Marchi8 Ord March 18 


NELMES, RED JOSEPH, Bedminster, Bristol, 
Genéral shop Keeper Bristol PesMarch17 Ord 
ar 

PaDGETT, FREDERIC LEOPOLD, Bromley, Kent, 
a Barnstaple Pet March :8 Ord 
are 


FRIEDRICH WILHELM LUDWIG Morirz, Ux- 
b — Windsor PetFeb26 Ord 


E, EDWARD, ringion, Cantab, Oement 
eed daub Pet Jan 30 Ord 


Progen, W ILLIAM, Hannakin, nr Hawkshead, Lancs, 
er a Kendal Pet March 18 Ord March 18 
ERSON, JAMES, Bootle, Draper Liverpool Pet 
Feb15 Ord March 17 
» WILLIAM, Oxtord, woos Merchant Oxford 
Pet ‘March 17 ‘Ord Mare 
SEDGWICK, WILLIAM obey Deritend, Birmingham 
Tailor’ Birmingham Pet March 19° Ord 
a 
SHURVIN, Josern Haverfordwest, Fruiterer Pem- 
broke Pet March 17 Ord March 17 
Tava’ J aml a in Gomersal, Birstal, Yorks, 
Cloth Manutac' Bradford’ Pet March 19 
ord March 19 


THIOK, Gxanas, Shepton Mallett, Somerset, Green- 

a Wells Pet Marchi8 Orda March 18 
opA, Exeter, Milliner Sn ty Pet 

“March 19 Ord March 19 

SAMUEL, Notringham, Fishmonger Not- 
yb Pet Marchi8 Ord March 18 

VINCENT, GEORGE Bennett, Tuckin nr Oam 
borne, Cornwall, Grocer’s Assistant Truro Pet 


archi9 Ord 19 
Wattaces, Henry WILLIAM, North Shields, Auc- 


tioneer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Marchi17 Ord 
March 17 

Wutson, ELEAZER, Chorley, _Fawahocher Bolton 
Pet March 18 Ord Maro 


ZISSLER, Ly Cockerton, + Darlington, Butcher's 
Assistant Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet March 17 Ord March 17 

FIRST MEETIN 

ALLAN, DuNCAN SmitH, Rattray, ~ x Brixton Apr3 
at11_ 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Berry, THOMAS, Bury, Florist Mar 28 at 11.45 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

BDBAELAY, BERT, Leigh, Estate Agent Mar 28 at 
8 16, Wood at, Bolton 

Bray, FREDBRI Goldsmith gdns, Acton, Builder 

Mar 28 at 11 m, 30and 31,8t Switbin’s lane 

Brown, Ruseasern, Warwick, Grocor Mar 29 at 
11.15 Off Reo, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 





BRYANT, DANIEL JEROME, Lower pk rd, Podten, 
~ Bank Clerk Apr i1at 11 33, Oarey st, Lin- 
Bone sy, WILLA, 


late Grocer Mar 31 at 11 
Off aan, eet oe 


TFIELD. MAR » Horsham, Conf ectioner Mar 28 
at 12 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
ULTHARD, WILLIAM, Gee Cross, nr be yy Retgne 
Mineral Water Maker Mar 28 at 239 Oif Rec, 

en’s rs, ridge, a dy 
JAMES, , late Farmer March 


B, Alne, Yor! 
D. Ye oc wey} datydd, Cs diganshire, 
AY. os GEORGE, Liw vad, an 
Woollen Manufacturer ’ March 23 3 Off Rec, 
D 11, Q nay ee On 
AVIES Llanstephan, Carmarthenshire, 
Builder March 23 at 11 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, 


re) 
Dave. 3 Rosas, picighom, Norwich. Timber Mer- 
March 29 11 


Off Rec, 8, King st, 
N lorwich 
DAWKINS, FREDERICK AARON, Plymouth, Tailor 
March 28 at 12 10, Athenzeum terr, Piymouth 
rou a. Norwich, Butcher March 29 at 11.30 
8, King st, Norwic! 


h 
FRANKLIN, EDWARD, ne, Dentist March 28 at 
12 Off Ipswi 
GaLLOWAY, JAMES, Wellington, Selep, 1 late Watch- 
maker March 28 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 
GARDYER, NATHAN, Kidderminster toh 
28 at 12.30 Hooper & Weston, Soliton Kilo 


GoopsHILD, HENRY WH4LLIAM, Haverhill, Suffolk, 
_—— April 10 at 12.30 Angel Hotel, Bury St 


GRAHAM, ™ QRORGE Exzor Biscoz. Regent st, Gent 
April 9 at 12 Seu bidngs, Portugal st, 
PProoln's inn fiel 

GRIFFEN, ay Windsor, Coaldealer ak 29 at 

11.30 Herbert & Son, 95, Peascod st, Windsor 

LEY, RicHARD Guy, Birmingham, French 
Millstone Manufacturer : April 1 at li 25, Col- 
more row, Birmi 

Harzets, Lzon, Olive terr, Plashet lane, Upton park 

E Varnish Manufacturer April 10 at 2. oo 33, 
Sy Lincoln’s inn 

Hoe. oMas, Berwick on Tweed, Fruiterer 

April 1at2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Howanp, CHARLES, Buxton, Si March 28 at 
11.30 Off Rec, # Reo, County kn ‘Market pl, Btook 


port 
Rowsits, JOSEPH, Madeley, Salop, Licensed Vic- 
a eiey April 3 at 12 County Court Office, 


UNT, ORARLES Hock: Cornwall, Coach- 
“Duilder March 98 at 11.90 arent hen Boscawen st, 





INGLIS, CHARLES, Chesterfield grove, East Dulwich, 

| ~~ prceameed April 2at 12 $3, Carey st, Lincoln’s 

J. EFFREY ANDREW, Effi Surrey, Builder 
March 31 at 12.30 Red otel, Dorking 


JEFFREYS, JOSEP: m, Chesham, "Bu cks, Draper April 
lat3 "1 St Aldate's, Oxfc rd 

JORDAN. Tom, Alt grove, ~~ et std, Wimbledon, 
Jobbing Builder a 12 16 Rvom, 80 & 


ETT, HARRY Harwoon, st, Ne 
= on Butts, ed et eatas. 12 Dee 9 
ncoln’ 
KNIGHT, HENRY, le, I W, Importer of Italian 
Soulpinees ia @at2 Holyrood chmbrs, New: 
po: 


tae Sous Drevsr, Throgmorton avenue, Stock 
Dealer April 9 at il Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s 


LINGARD, GEORGE, Gt Berkhampstead, Herts. Stone- 
mason March 29ati2 1, St Aldate’s. Oxford 
GEORGE Epwarp, Gloucester, Upholsterer 
April 1 at 3 * Of Rec, — st, Gloucester 
ae JaMES, Barnstaple, Cabinet Maker’s Fore- 
ae 29 at 11 Off Rec, 55, Hammet st, 


Taun 
Magee ta JAMES JOHN, Queen Victoria st, Newspaper 
petites po gt Qatii 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 


MADDEN rick ct, Temple, Barrister at 
Law by 10 ab rj One o st, Lincoln’s inn 
——- JOHN THOMAS, bridge, Clerk in Holy 
Orders March 81ati 33, Oareyst. Lincoln’s inn 
MArprEs, JOHN, Reedness, nr Goole, Yorks, Farmer 
-¥ _s at 12,30 Carlisle | Estate Offices, Carlisle 
Monk, CHARLES JOHN, St Albans, Commercial Clerk 
March 28 at 11.30 Geo Annesley, Solicitor, Veru- 
lam rd, bans 
Moor#, FREDERICK Jonn, Has . Grocer March 
a ay st, Lincoln’s 
To Recoennes March 28 at 
on Of Reo, 24 a a row, Leeds 


Naiwns, EPH, Bedminster, , —¥ shop 
Kee ro = at 1 Off Reo, Bank chbrs, 
NEVELL, HENRY, and FREDERICK SAMUEL 
NEVELL, Queen’s Cla Junction, 


saan arch #8 at 3 119, Victoria st, West- 
Prrg, Gutantxs Hieny, do Beau de Beauvoir cres, 


Kingsland, 
yoy om py rit at 12 Oe 
—_, — hy abe + Oantab, Oement 
anufacturer’ March 31 at 12 Bankruptcy 
buildings, Lincoln's inn 
RBANEY, GuorGs, Shefiield, Plumber April 2 at 2.90 
Ott Reo, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


Mingeton on ,Thames, 
ber Merchant Maroh Wati 16 Room, 308 
81, St, Swithin’s lane 





| 


SMITH, 


—_ 4 i ti. 9 2 eae ee cee 


9ati2 33, Carey street, Lin- 


 satagespvectie street, Commissi 
Agent April 10 at 11 83, Carey street, Lincoln's 


some, . Ji MANNERS, Queensbury 
in Kensington, Gent April 9 at 11 pH med 


Se 
coln’s inn 


Turon, ROUMARD Ly | Pe March 
8lat3 +3, Carey street, street, Lincoln’s 

Tucker, Ruopa, Exeter, Milliner April2atii Off 
Rec, 8, Bedford circus, Exes 


ter 
VINEN, EDWIN CHARLES, Sheffield, Wiae Merch 
April 2 at 8 Off Rec. Figtree lane, Sheffiel:i 
WALLACE, Herrxy W. orth Shi 


ant 


Wan, Janvis, and Exiza Wap, Barnsley, Gio 
Beer Makers pho Py 5 0 Off Hee, F ‘Weoeon 


st, Barnsley 
‘WELLER, Gnona: St Ives, Cornwall, Gas Maker 
Mar 29 at 230 Duke of Cornwall Sg wy me | 
WIL7.1AMs, JOSEPH, Frome, late Licensed 
Victualler Apr 2 at 12 Off Rhee, Bank chbrs, 


ristol 
Wiutson, ELEAZER, Gesken, Pawnbroker Mar 3i at 
3 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Baker Apr 2 at 11.30 


WITTERI: James, Hertford, 

Arms Hotel, Hertford 

WOLSTENHOLME, A. Lancs, School- 
‘ood st, Bolton 


BTHUR, 
master Mar28 atil 16, 


in 
JACKSON, ‘Jon, JOHN Durrow Hoya, and EpWArD 
WLE Oonfectioners 

Mar 26 at 2.30 n’s e 
Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, 

WituiaM HENRY, 
Leather Goods Maker 
25, Colmore row, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Studley, Warwickshire, 
Mar 26 at 12.90 Off Rec, 


CREASER, JAMES, Farmer York 
D aes Ep Mh, oo of Waltham Cross, 
ALTON, W. 
Herts, Provision Dealer Edmonton Pet Feb 2 
D ed Biaroh 15 Liwyndafydd, 
AVIES, RGE, Cardiganshire, 
Wi Man Carmarthen Pet March 
18 Ord March 18 
Davpuilder Geren vir Ord March 18 
Carmarthen March 12 Ord March 18 
DAWEINS, 5 Tailor 
Foreaet Stonehouse Pet March 14 March 17 
inchester ’ Pet 





19 Ord March 19 
H N 


AgBTHUR Rosrnson, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer 
ai pet Feb 14 Ord Maroh 10 


18s Ord 


Epwix Wa Walworth ” iam 
ee High Uourt Pet Jan" "93 Ord 
Lxusca, TaHomas Huwry, Crewe, Cheshire, Furni 

Ee or bone Pet Maroh 18 Ord 
LINGARD, GEORGE, 3, Herts, 
peenemeasen, _ a & Ord 
LonastarFr, Henry, Bish: ive te Boot Manu- 
NSLMES, ALFRED JOSEPH, iY at 
Shop Dealer Bristol Pot w «(Ord 
NEWBY, i Grocer Canter 
bury Pet Feb22 Ord 
OWEN, LEw1s, Baowor, sigeensed Vicbeailer Bangor 


Pot Jan 6 Urd Mareh 


Mint, naan ne 18 xt "Ora Stave ts 


auumvae fn gy Oy 
broke Dook % Ord ry Ww 
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mayen par Spen in Gomersal, Birstal, Yorks, 
Manufacturer Bradford Pet March 18 


woe PY She pp eect, Somerset, Green- 
grocer Wel ls Pe March 15 Ord March 18 

TomErn, Muscrove, Hucking, Ba Farmer Maid- 
atone Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Tuckgr, Ruopa, Exeter, Miliner Exeter Pet 
March 19 Ord March 19 

Tu SAMUEL, Nottingham, Fishmonger Not- 
ting Pet Marchi8 Ord March 

VINCENT, GEORGE BENNETT, ‘tuckingmill. nr Cam- 
borne, Cornwall, Grocer’s Assistant Truro Pet 
March archi9 . 

WALLACE, Hanky WILLIAM, North Shields, Auc- 
, =~ ll Newcastle on Tyne Pet Marchi7 Ord 

WaxranD, HENRY, Oxford,Grocer Oxford Pet Feb 
7 Ord March 17 

HEnkY, Cockerton, nr Darlington. Butcher’s 

Assistant Stockton on _— and Middlesborough 

Pet March 15 Ord March 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 25, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASHTON, J. and EDWARD PALK WILLIAMs, 
wom yoy erchants Manchester Pet March 
1 te arch 20 

ASHTON, Man- 


Wi111aM, Manchester, Pgineer 
chester Pet Bept s Ord March 2 
Mary ARTHUB Faxp BATEMAN, 
Bristol, Boot pk Pet March 
21 Ord March .. 
‘ALL, JOHN WILLIAM, Leicester,  teretacae 
Leicester Pet 7 18 Ord March 1 
BoyeErs, Witt14M, Long Bennington, lines, Saddler 
Nottingham Pet hb 20 Ord March 20 
FREDERICK JOHN, Torquay, Coach Builder 
Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
Patrick, Duke st, Portland pl, Physician 
High Court Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
GEORGE Paapeescoe "Gawen, 
tters Portsmouth Pet March 


20 
CoHEN, ABRAHAM PERCY, Milton st, Fancy Goods 
supporter High Court Pet March 22 Ord 


March 22 

Cook, Ropsert, Whitby, Yorks, General Mason 

Tees — Middlesborough Pet 
| 

Coox, WizL1Am THOMAS, Montague pl, Forest = 
Builder Greenwich Pet March 20 Ord 


Davinson, PETER, Leman st, Whitechapel, Provision 
Deeks ler High Court Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
Davis, WItL1AM, Harvington, nr Evesham, Builder 
Worcester Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
paves, GEORGE Dominic, Ohatham, Monumental 
tonemason Rochester Pet March 20 Ord 


March 30 
Diggins, Joun, Red Lion st, Holborn, Window 
—, Dealer High Court Pet March 22 Ord 


rch 22 
Dean Gt St Helens, Completes, Agent High 
Court Pet March7 Ord March 2 
DuGUALE, ROBERT, Penzance, Butcher Truro Pet 
Bench 33 Ord 


arch 21 
—- 


BATEMAN, 


21 
WALTER, Green st, Grosvenor sq, Artist 
High Court Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
Eaves, Wit11aM SzEyMovR, Bristol, Boot Manufac- 
turer Bristol Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
EDWARDS, JOHN EDWARD, Campbell rd, naw Builder 
Court Pet Feb28 Ord Marc 
¥F OsES HENRY, Handsworth, Static, arama 
j Rw ne Pet March 21 Ord March 2 
Frygr, THomas, Deal, Hotel Manager Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Ly 24 Ord March 21 
POUNTNEY, 





GILBERT, JAMES I Birmingham, Licensed 
bo ne ow a Birmingham Pet March 22 Ord 


GOLDsMITH, GEORGE, Lewisham, Kent, Beerhouse 
Croydon PetMarchi18 Ord March i8 

ANNE, Plas Issa, nr Mold, Flints, 

Farmer Chester Pet March 2i Ord March 21 


Hist, JOE SANDFORD, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, 
Painter Huddersfield Pet March7 Ord March 


20 
H RIcHARD ADOLPHUS, Finsbury a, Dentist 
Court Pet Febii Ord Marc’ 
JACOB, ALFRED, Maclise rd, Kens: 
Court Pet March5 Ord 
Jacons, PHILIP DAvID, and ANGELO JacoBs, Hay- 
a —. Merchants High Court Pet Mar 


Jaynes, oes LonG, Gt Winchester st, Minin 
Engmeer High Court Pet Marché Ord March 


21 

JOHNSON, AMBROSE JAMES, Tetioens, nr Fakenham, 
Norfolk, Clerk in Holy Or Norwich Pet 
March 8 Ord March 22 

Jones, THomas, Liandove Carmarthenshire, 


Carmarthen Pet March 18 Ord March 18 

KNIGHT, Sueekas, Ide, Devon, Innkeeper Exeter 
Pet March Ord ch 29 

—- feomas Brirp, Newman’s row, Lincoln’s inn 

Law Stationer High Court Pet March 21 


Low: pny Draper Blackburn 

Pet March 21 Ona March 2 g 

ME»: Dr, Rochester row, iepenn High Court 
Pet —= Ord March 22 

Morris, JAMES, Glazebury, Culcheth, Lancs, Inn- 

Bolton Pet ch 20 Ord March 20 


Court ya High Court Pet March 22 
Ord March 2 
RIMINGTON, icazast, Newark Bpen | Fane og Joiner 
Nottingham Pet March 2) Ord March 20 
n, Salop, Innkeeper 
arch 20 Ord March 


20 

RoBEkTS, JOHN EDWIN, seo of ot Monnet He om, alee 
Newport, Mon. Pet 

SANGSTER, THOMAS HENRY, St. Ganae wr 
Pimlico, late Manager Manufacturing Depart- 

and Navy Stores High Oourt Pet 

rd March 20 

Srmon, Louis MICHAEL, _——— Temple, Strand. 
General Agent High Oourt Pet Feb 7 Ord 

arch 

Tuomas, THomAs, and PHILLIPS, JoHN, Ynysybwl, 
Pontypridd, Glam., Builders Pontypri d Pet 
March 19 Ord March 19 

WALSH, :, JOHN, Hanley, © eae Hanley Pet 
March 21 Ord Mar 

Watson, HENRY. Nor Newbald, Brough. Yorks, 
oakeenee Kingston upon Hull Pet March 22 
Ord March 22 

WrtxEins, GzorGs, Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam., 
Builder Aberdare Pet March 21 Ord March 22 

WILiLIAMs, Ropert, Llanfairfechan, Carnarvonshire. 
no occupation Bangor Pet March 20 Ord 


Marc! 

Woops, , = Russell street, Covent grdn, 
Theatrical neue High Court Pet March 20 
Ord March 

WoopwWakD, aux, Nuneaton, Bricklayer Ooventry 
Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

WorGAN, JOHN, ae 

March Ord 


RoBEERTS, GEORGE, Market Dra 
Nantwich and Crewe Pet 


Glos, Semeer Newport, 


Mon Pet 

WRIGHT, ALFRED, Fees stree’ anufacturer’s 
Agent High Court Pet March * Ord March 
21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ARMSTRONG, ISAAC, Salmons, Tailor Apr 3 at 
Middlesborough 
ASLING, JouN, Sibsey, Lines, Harmer Apr 8 at 12.15 
ff Rec, 48, High st, Bos’ 
JOHN WILLIAM, i Dairyman Apr 
2 at 12,30 Off Rec, a4, Friar lane, Leicester 
BENNELL, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Thame, 
Grocer Apr2ati2 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
BEvVAN, JAMES, Beaufort, Brecknock, Greengrocer 
Apr2ati2 Off Rec , Merthyr Tydfil 
BEVAN, WILLIAM HENRY BARBER, Coleman st, 
— April 15 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Oxon, 


Bovens, Wit11aMm, Long Bennington, Lincs, Saddler 
Apr 2 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 
Nottingham 

Brocrg, FauDERICK JOHN, Torquay, Coachbuilder 
Apr3ati0 Off Rec. 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Brown, ooo FREDERICK, Devonshire st, Mile 

End, B uilder Apr 15 at 11 33, Carey st, Lin - 
coln’s inn 


Brown, WILLIAM, Lancaster, Coal gaa Apr 
18at2 Off Rec. i Chapel st, Presto 

CakgR, THOMAS, Anfield, nr Liverpool, Baker April 
10at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

CLARKE, EDWARD LEWIS, Warwick, Butcher April 
1ati1 Off Rec, 17, Hertford * Coventry 

Daton, EDWARD JAMES, late of Waltham Cross, 

Provision Dealer April 1ati11 16 Room, 30 and 

31, St Swithin’s lane 

Davis, WIL1LI4M, Harvington, nr ovetem, Builder 

April 12 at11 Off Rec, Worces 

DAWES, FREDERICK ROBERT, fine ed rye, Carpenter 

April 11 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

a GEORGE DOMINIC, Strood. Monumental 

Stone Mazon April 17 at 11 Off Rec, High st, 
Rochester 

DELF, —_ EMILY, Norwich, Milliner April 5 at1 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

a. ROBERT, Penzance, Cornwall, Butcher 
April 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

GEERIE, GEORGE, Bi cpaem. | Draper April 2 at 11 


GRAVER, WAL Witi1amM, Horsford, Norfolk, 
—— ‘April 5 at 12 Off “Ott Reo, 8, King st, Nor- 


HALL, JOsEPH, jun, Thorner, nr Leeds, Commission 
Ggent April 5at 11 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, 


HEAVEN, WALTER, Balsall Heath, ave Norton, 
Worcs, late yn me April 3 at 11 26, 
Colmore row, B: 

, JOE SANDFORD, M bridge, nr Huddersfield, 
Painter April 3 at 3 cosa & Sons, Solicitors, 
New st, Huldersticid 

JACKSON, JOHN Farum, Sach rd, Mount Pleasant, 
Clapton, Manufacturer's arind April 10 at 12 
qaakruptey bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


JAcoBs, PHILIP Davin, and ANGELO Jacobs, Hay- 
market, Glass Merchants April 3 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

JONES, MLEAZER, Lewisham, Kent, late Builder 
April3at3 119, Victoria st, Westmiaster 

JONES, THOMAS, wae 4 Carmarthenshire, 
Grocer April lat 2 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, 


CG 

Kipp, GEORGE RicHarD, South Stockton, Pave 
Maker pon S at 11,30 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesborough 

Kyicut, Tuomas, Ide, Devon, former] 
April 8at10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford c: “1 > Exeter 

LEWIS, JOHN, Brondesbury rd, Kilbur odging 
house Keeper April 10 at 11 Bankruptcy 
bidugs, Portugal st. Lincoln’s ian fields 

LITTLE, ARCHIBALD, Wandsworth, Brick Merchant 
April 3atiz 119, Victoria st, Westminster 


ay ted 





NeEEvA, Ropert, Manchester, Fruit Salesman Man- 
chester _ Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
Porterr, EMIty, New Bond strect, Assistaut to / 


LonasTaFr, HENRY, Bishop Auckland, rei 


Mats, oper Dar arlington . Grocer Apriloat tl 
Off Rec Albert r iddlesb vrough 

Meqeats, Wittias, The A venue, Acre lane, Brixton, 

te Restaurateur April 15 at 12 Baakruptcy 

bit Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mokreis, RicHarRD Oscak, Stratford on Avon, Gun- 
—e April 9 at 11.30 Oounty Court Office, 

PALMER, _ Witt1am Hamstin, St Martin’s 
lane, Auctioneer’s Clerk April3at2.30 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

PEMBERTON, JOHN, Ruabon, Denbighshire, Butcher 
— 11.30 aoe Priory, Wrexham 

rrard rd, Hampstead, Vellum 

— April 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portu- 
gal st. Lincoln’s inn fields 

PrrerR, FRIEDRICH WILHELM LUDWIG MoriTz, Ux. 
bridge, Schoolmaster April 2 at 12 Ohequers 
Hotel, Uxbridge 

RimanetTon, Wm11aM, Newark on Trent, Joiuer 
aie 2 vat 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 


ting 
RoBInsON, ALBERT ARTHUR, Yarm, Yorks, Ware- 
houseman sont 8at 113) Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesborough 
SHERWOOD, JOHN, Derting}oe. Labourer April 3 at 
11 Off Albert rd, Middlesborough 
SHURVIN, JOSEPH, Haverfordwest, Fruiterer 
2at 12 > amen mga Hall, Pembroke D 
MALLMAN, ENJAMIN, Royal Leamington Spa, 
Plumber ae 9 at iL "Sounty Court Office, 


SmitH, Horace Gvy, Spoepest st, King’s Cross, 
Theatrical Mauager A 3 at 12 Bankruptcy 

thie Lincoln’s inn fields 

TAYLOR, JOSHUA, Spen in Gomersal, Birstal, Yorks, 
Cloth Man; turer Yn 10 at 11 Off Rec, 31, 
Manor row, Bradford 

TSESDALE, EpWINn OSBORN, Swansea, Sugar Boilder 
April 2at12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

THomson, EpiTH, Koland grds, South Kensington, 
Private Boarding House Keeper April 11 y it 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

TUCKER, oo Nottingham, Fishmonger April1 

ff Rec, St. Peter’s Church walk, Nottiog- 


VINCENT, GEORGE BENNETT, Tuckingmill, nr Cam 
Grocer’s tant April 2 at 11. 30 Off 
Rec, Boscawen st, 


Truro 
—, HENBY, Cockerton. ar Doctogten, Reuben) 8 
ssistant April3at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesboroush 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
BARTLE ee yer Shipley. ¥ Fem, Mason Bradford 


Pet March 1 

BEDNALL, Seam J tee , = cester, 
Leicester Pet Marchi7 Ord March 18 

BENNELL, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Thame, Oxon, Grocer 
Aylesbury Pet March 10 Ord March 2 

Boyers, WILLIAM, Long Bennington Lines, Saddler 
a. Pet March 20 Ord 

OCK, FREDERICK JOHN, he gs me] _Coachbuilder 

or Pet March 22 Ord March 

Brown, WILLIAM, Lancaster, Coal i Preston 
Pet Feb 18 Ord March 20 

CALLIS, EDWARD J. Leicester, Baker Leicester 
Pet March 4 4 Ord ch 22 

CAWSE, and Gaonea FREDERICE CAWSE, 
Lendpe ort, Ouiiitters Portsmouth Pet March 20 


OLaREE, EDWARD LEWIs, Warwick, Deemed War- 
wick Pet ‘March 18 Ord March 

CoHEN, ABRAHAM PERCY, Milton Ny , Guods 
Importer High Court Pet March 22 Ord 
arc 

Coox, RoBERT, Whitby, Yorks, General Mason 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
March20 Ord March 21 

COULTHARD, WILLIAM, on cross, nr Hyde, Cheshire, 
—- Water Manufacturer Ashton under 
= and Stalybridge Pet March 12 Ord 


Caayeroun, JAMES RICHARDSON, Shenton, Leics, 
Farmer Leicester Pet Feb 18 Ord March 13 
CULNANE, a Pembridge villas, Bayswater, 
Greengroce High Court Pet Feb Ord 

arc. 


Davis, WILLIAM, Harvington, nr Bresham, Builder 
iter Pet Marc 22 Ord March 22 


Ape 


Dairy man 


Worces' 
Dawas, GEORGE Dominic, Strood, Monumental 
come season Rochester Pet March 20 Ord 
ar 


DELF, Rosa EMILy soowish, Milliner Norwich Pet 
March 19 Ord h 20 

DiaGins, JOHN, Red “Laon st, Holborn, Window 
Glass Dealer High Court Pet March 22 Ord 


March 22 
DUGDALE, RoBeRT, Penzance, Butcher Truro Pet 
March 20 Ord March 22 
Duncan, WALTER, Green st, Grosvenor sqr, Artist 
High Court Pet March 20 Ord March 20 
Fenton, Epwi, Mile End rd, Wholesale Iron- 
mon; .. High Court Pet March 3 Ord 
21 
Fox, Moses Henry, Handsworth, Rutcher Bir- 


mingham Ledge Ord March 
FRANKLIN, Epwal! sane Dentist a Pet 
March'i2 Ord March 
GILBERT, JAMES POUNEEaY, Bieningpem. m, Licensed 
March 2 Birmingham Pet arch 22 Ord 
ar 


2 

GrmtLoHREst, C. R., Leadenhall st, Shipowner High 
Court Pet Nov23 Ord March 19 

GOLDSMITH, GEORGE, wisham, Kent, Beerhouse 
Manager Croydon Pet March 18 Ord March 21 
GRAHAM, GEORGE Kxior Biscoz, Re = st, Gent 
High Court PetJani4 Pet Ma 








Manufacturer April 2at 2.15 Three Tuns Hotel, 
Durham ] 





Hopkins, WILLIAM, Bury st, saeues ior tain in the 
Army High Court Pet Fe Daptain in 


P 
Wor 
XN 


Tr: 
ap] 





390. 
— 
ril 8 at 11 
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mn, Gun- 
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iTZ, Ux. 
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April 
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ilatit 


April1 
tting- 
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0 Off 
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ester 


.WSE, 
ch 20 


Var- 
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Ord 
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Hortock, 8., Manor Park, — Builder High 
— Pet Jan24 Ord March 
How CHARLES, Buxton, ‘Stationer Stockport 


Pet ot March 14 ne" 
ANDREW nl Surrey, Builder 
wrap lon Pet eb ae Ord March 20 Ws 
Jones, THomas, Llandovery, Carmarthenshire, 
Grocer Carmarthen Pet March18 Ord March 18 
KEELING, ALFRED, Market Drayton, Salop. Tailor 
Bentytcn and Crewe Pet Feb ie Ord — 1 
Ga: e, Ty ee) e 
ee MES nee Bete 
‘OMAS, ngton. er 
wre Wee, Siar poner 
GH, A irming fam, utcher 
Metin Pet March 19 Ord March 20 =e 
oo JASPER, Mayall rd, Brixton, 
oot — 1 - ce High Court Pet Feb 19 


HARLES JOHN, St Albans. Commercial 

St Albans Pet March 15 Ord March 19 

Moerris, JAMES, Glazebury in Culcheth. Lancs, Inn- 
keeper Bolton Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

NEAVE, Ropget, Manchester, Fruit Salesman Man- 
chester Pet March 20 Ord March 20 

Pyezk, FRIEDRICH WILHELM LuUDWiG MoriTz, Ux- 
en Schoolmaster Windsor Pet Feb19 Ord 


Portet?r, Emmy, New Bond street, Assistant to 
pe gd Serena High Court Pet March 22 


March 

PowIs, RICHARD, Lessar avenue. Clapham Common, 

ae Wandsworth Pet Febi Ord March 20 
, WILLIAM. Newark upon Fnac gM Joiner 

Nottingham Pet March *) Ord March 

SanGsTER, THOMAS HENRY, St. Geneve road, 
Pimlico, late Manager Manufacturing Depart- 
ment Army and Navy Stores High Court Pet 
March 19 Ord March 22 

SEDGWICK, WILLIAM THOMAS, Deritend, Birmingham 
Tailor Birmingham Pet March 19 Ord March 21 

SHERWIN, JAMES PRITCHARD, Belgrave, Liecs . Tripe 
Dresser Leicester Pet Feb 25 Ord March 17 

SmiTH, WILLIAM Henry, Studley, Leather Goods 
Manufacturer Warwick Pet March 6 Ord 


SPENDER, Paanx RIcHARD, Maidenhead, Soliciter 
Windsor Pet Marchi3 Ord March 19 

TEESDALE, EDWIN OSBORN, Swansea, Sugar Boiler 
Swansea Pet March 13 Ord March 19 

THOMAS, THOMAS, and JOHN PurLiips, Ynysyb wl, nr 
Pontypridd, Glam, Builders Pontypridd Pet 
March 19 x March 19 

TINKER, HERBERT, Huddersfield, Surveyor Hudders- 
field Pet Feb 21 Ord March 20 

WALsH, JOHN, Hanley, acetal Hanley Pet 
March 20 Ord March 2 

WILKINS, GEORGE, , 3 Aberdare, Glam, 
Builder Aberdare Pet March 20 Ord March 22 

Wui1Ams, Ropert, Llanfairfechan, Carnarvonshire, 
no occupation Bangor Pet March 19 Ord 
gg 20 

WILSON, ELEAZER, pe Pawnbroker Bolton 
Pet March 18 Ord M 

Woops, EpMUXD, Russell st, : rdn, Theatrical 

High Court Pet March 20 Ord 

March 20 


WoopwakD, Sam, Nuneaton, Bricklayer Coventry 
Pet March 19 Ord March £0 

Woraay, JOHN, Newland, Glos, ~ Newport, 
Mon, Pet March 20 Ord March 2 


Clerk 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 


| 
March 29.—Messrs. Foster, at the Old Ship Hotel, | 


Brighton, at 2 for 3 o’clock, Beehten Gas Shares 


(see advertisement, 22nd inst. oy De 4) 
March 31.—Mesars. Hopason, at their Rooms, 115, 
Chancery-lane, W.C., at one o’clock, Law aie 


(see advertisement. 22nd inst., p. 4). 
March 31.—Messrs, Puiiuips, LEA, & DAVIES, at the | 


The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 283.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bownd at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 





CON TENTS. 


’ REMOTENESS IN REG ARD 70 5 

THE PERIOD OF LIMITATION APPLICABLE TO THE 
QHARGE FoR PavinG EXPENSES UNDER THE 
Pusiic HEALTH 


BOP .cccsesees 000 ececcosssncese OM 
. ececcecee S46 
NEW ORDEBS, &C, 2020-200 seccccscccsccccesecccssees 346 
Law SOcrgTIES 


veces reveee cece ccee ccercces coves 351 






a 


SNe laitinicnsepeus seqndensnccaveanendc TM 
WINDING-UP NOTICEHS..00 -cocce -so0e- ssccesesseeeve 352 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES..00 eccccecccccesscceesseseesees B52 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES .--ccc-scecccescceverscesceece 





O TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, and 

Others. Jewellery and Plate Purchased.— 
Messrs. Hunt & ROSKELL (late Storr & Mortimer) 
Buy, at full market prices, for immediate cash, Silver 
Plate, J pucieny 2 Diamonds, Pearls. and other gems. 
—Jewellers an -/; core to H.M. The Queen, 156, 
New Bond-street, W. 


ALUATIONS for PROBATE, &.— 
Messrs. WATHERSTON & SON ‘(Licensed 








Valuers), 12, Pall Mall East, 8S. W., offer their services 
to the Profession in the case of Gold, Silver, 
J ewellery, and objects of Art and Value. 


FFICES and CHAMBERS. — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, Chancery-lane 
(evento the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
‘urnished Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c. 
Apply to Messrs. C. A. HARRISON & Co., Chartered 
Accountants, on the e premises, 


QOLICITORS. — — Roomy Offices 

building in Chancery-lane; rent, £60 er 
annum; hall porter and electric light.—Apply, ‘ol- 
lector’s Office, 63, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


UPERIOR OFFICES in CHANOCERY- 
LANE.—Two i spactens Rooms, suitable for | 
a Solicitor; rent, £ a@ year; hall porter and | 
electric light. Pe pply, at ‘at the Collector’s Office, 63 and 
64, Chancery-lan 








in fine 








ETECTIVE OFFICES (SLATER’S).— 

The only acknowledged Establishment in the | 

City of London (vide press) for arveese and making | 
secret enquiries by Female and Male Detectives. 
Terms moderate. "Consultations free. Telephone 





No. 900. ‘Telegraphic Address, “ Distance, London.” 
—HENRY SLATER, Manager, 27, -street, 
| London, Es Oo. 


OOKS BOUGHT.—To Executors, Solici- 
iurs, &€0.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 
or smaller collections of Books, in town cr country, 
the utmost value in cash; 

ATK. Experienced valuers promptly sent. 
eee yals without trouble or expense to sellers. 





wes BRO wis CORPORATION £3 
REDEEMABLE S8TOOK, 


on OF £300,000. 


The CORPORATION of WEST BRO i0n are 
bove Stock. Minim > r of Gan ir bane cent. 
above . um 0! 
Ms helt-yootly on ist ‘april’and’ ist 
wards, h. . eer ci tree of st aia 
a& mi itamp 
D and all charges. All transfers of Stock will be 


< 


t creating the Trust to 
ao Stock. Ry et ee my any y tater 
ae BUTTERWORTH, Registrar. 
Town Hall, West Bromwich, October, 1889, 
OFFICES 
SUITABLE for LARGE FIRM of SOLICITORS 


or depths PUBLIC COMPANY. 


ted Floors. centre of City, 
clase to King William's Statuo, main. thoroughfare 3 





Ap 
HENDERSON rs DELL . 8, Eastcheap. 


SEAL ENGRAVING, 
ECCLESIASTICAL, CORPORATE, & HERALDIC. 
BOOK-PLATES IN MEDLZ VAL AND MODERN 

STYLES DESIGNED AND ENGRAVED. 
THOMAS MORING, 
First Avenue Hotel Buildings, High Holborn, W.C. 
Telephone No, 2,730, 
Seals for Comp Eng d and fitted to Presses. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ps MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial mm ' Corporation of London, &e. 














ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigsand Gowns for eae, See Clerks. 
“Seer and Clerks of the 4 


| CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY “1D ‘CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1639. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


HODGKINSON & CO.'S 
HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS, 

THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS. 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. 


ADAME TUSSAUD & SONS’ EXHI- 








Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground Rents | Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, Bookmen, 


(see advertisement, 15th inst., p. 327). 
April 2.—Messrs, EpwIn Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the 


art, E.C,, at 2 eh Ground Lease (vee adver- | 


ment, this week, #2 

April 3.—Messrs. E. Foster & ORANr IELD, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Periodical Sale (see adver- 
_tisemeat, this week, p. 4). 


| London. Code in use, Unicode, 





I’ you want Money without fFees—amounts 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
| oO. + ee personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
atreet. 








PORTRAIT M 

the XIII. of SPAIN, George Augus Lor 

| => taken in 1805). New amoking 
rooms, lux! Organ 

Recitals at twelve, two, and six o’clock. Orchestra 

| from four to six and 7.30 to ten p.m.—Admissiona Is. ; 

| fon pom. under 12, 6d. Open from ten a.m, till 

p.m. 








THELAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-strect, Lincoin’-tan, Lendea. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK, 
The Hon, Mr, JUSTICE KAY, 


I—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behalf of Olerks, Cashiers, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui. 
dators and Receivers under the — Court, and all persons holding Government | for Debeuture ond ether 


appointments, where poraires 5 
a.—LUN 


ACY «0 NMITTEES’ BONDS granted. 
B.—ADMINISTRATION BONDS entered into at moderate rates, 


{I1,-ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
iiI,—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


LIMITED. 





TRUSTEBS : 
The 
The 





OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
ar": DESENTUaES 


‘EESHIP. 


USTEES FOR DEB 


either in existing Trusts or in those to 


—TITLES GUARANTEED (against 
Viti —CONTRACTS GUARANTEED (as to due performance) 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 
General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD. 


Hon, Mr. JUSTICE 
Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 


and Bank DEPOSITS insured. 
ENTURES, &c, The Society acts as Trustee 


The Socie’ is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 
rosy by er created. 


Prospectus.) 


See 
t defect ia same). 


For further particulars apply to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches :— 


City OFFICE: 9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry, E.C. 
18,! Royal Exchange-square, LiIvar 


BRISTOL : 31, Clare-street. ULAasGcow: 


EDINBURGH : 


POOL: 6, York-buil 


68, George-street, DUBLIN: 11, Westmoreland-street. 
dings, 14, Dale-street. MANCHESTER: 51, K 


BIkMINGHAM: 104, Colmore-row. 
%. 





nena etre 
a tener one 


nse veneer 


a We Themen 
aetna e eee SEY 


tenga them ne 
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MORTGAGE SECURITIES AND TRUST CORPORATION © 


BESTA BLISHAAD 


HYDE OLARKE, Esrq., London, Cxatrman. 


THOMAS J. BEWIOK, Eeq., M.I.C.E , London. 


WILLIAM MARRIAN, Esq., London. 


(LIMITED), 





DIRECTORS— 


188s65. 


DAVID CHADWICK, Esq., Managing Director London. 
JAMES BOARDMAN, Esq., Managing Director Manchester, 


Orrices—36, COLEMAN STREET, LONDON, E.0., and 64, CROSS STREET, MANCHESTER. 


This C tion act as 
Mortgage of Leasehold or Freehold Pro 
Agents, ond Managers for Exec.ators and fore. 


The Agency charges of the Corporation to borrowers, and the fees for 
reports and valuations, are on a very moderate scale. No charge is made by the | 


ie to lenders. 


The solicitors named by lenders and borrowers respectively act for their 
respective clients, and are entitled to their usual professional charges, 


36, Coleman-street, London, E.C. 


agents in the aa or borrowing of money on 
They also act as Receivers, 


per annum. 


chester. 


All applications may be made to the Secretary; or to Messrs, 
Boardman, & Co, 3, Coleman-street, London, E.C.; or 64, Cross-street, Man- 


The present rate of interest for Mortgage Loans of large amount un first. 
class Freehold Estates is 34 to 4 per cent., and on House Property 4 to 5 per cent. | 


Chadwick 


G. B, COOK, Secretary, 








Capital - - £3,000,000. 
Fully Subscribed — 





Debentures 
issued and 
javante 
































HE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE 


MPANY, Limited. 
Sihentbes Capital ....00++--. £1,000,000. 
akin ny is ed to eatertain roposals 
le Tiske, inclu nding Mercantile In Tnoutanecs. 
ations for Agencies may be made to 
H. FOSTER oo _- 
Offices, 5, Lothbury, Bani Lonoa, EO. 
pHanx FIRE OFFIOE, 19, 1 LomBarD- 
STREET and 57, CHARTNG-CROs6, LONDON. 
Established 1782. 
Moderate Rates, A bookate Security. Electric- 


Lighting Rules lied. Liberal Loss Settlements. 
Prompt Payment of Claims. 


Jont Secretariesa— 
W. C. Macnowatp and F. B. MAcpONALD, 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£17,000,000, 
EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE- 














RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY | 


or other Securities and Annuities Peg Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Established 
1836. Capital, £500,000, 


capitalized. 
z: 8. CLAYTON, } Joint 
. CLAYTON, Secretaries 


RSIONS. 
AW REVERSIONARY 
SOCIETY (Limited), 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


INTEREST 


Crarrman—Edward James Bevir, Esq., Q.C. 
Derutry-C#arrman—The Rt. Hon. HenryCecil Raikes, M.P 


Reversions and Life Interests Purchased. Immediate | 


and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for Rever- 
sionary and Contingent Interests. 
_Loans may also be obtained on the security of Rever- 
s810ns, 
Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingeat, and 
also Endowments granted on favourable terms, 
Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further 
information, may be had at = office. 
. B, CLABON, Secretary. 
AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854, 
Chier Office— 
126, a. BR he LONDON, W.C. 


1, ROYAI. EXOHANGE. BUILDINGS, E.O. 
DEPARTMENT. 

Special attention is drawn to the following | 
features :— 

1. The Bonus added to Policies on young lives at 
the last division of profits amounted to £75 for every 
£100 of premium paid during the Quinquennium. 

2. Claims are payable immediately on proot of death 
4 title. 

3. The yreniae on are ——. 


Losses settled prompd 1 iberally. 

Private Houses and Sen Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or slated, and free from hazardous 
om oy aa insured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for 
eac. 

Rani moc 9 Furniture in houses of similar construc- 

tion insured at a premium of 2s. per cent. 

Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 

Reversions purchased, 

Annuities granted. 


FRANK MoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


OLICIES ASSOCIATION, LIMITED, 
ALBION CHAMBERS, BRISTOL. 


BUYERS OF LIFE POLICIES REVERSIONS, 
AND LIFE INTERESTS 


Forms of proposal and all information may be had 
at the Office, 8. TRYON, 








AJ ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 
Lowpom: 1, Moorgate-street, E.0, Anuspzry, 1, 
Union-terrace. 
INCOME & FUNDS (1888) :— 
Fire Premiums .., eee oes eos £615 000 
Life —_ « oe oo oe 203,-100 
Interes 144, JUL 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS .. +36 581, ,000 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRKBEOK BAN K.— 
Southamp’ CENT. INT Chancery-lane. 
THREE per CENT. TEREST allowed on 

tt, pees oo On able on dema' 

JENT. inranist on CURRENT 
ACCOUNTS celculated on t um monthly 

balances, when not drawn below £100. 
The Bank wey for its Customers, free of 
——- the Camosy of Deeds, Writings, and other 
curities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
| ne ee Dividends, and ‘Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares,and Annuities. Letters of 


Interest on Loans may be COreditand Circular N otes issued. 
ALMAN 


The BIRKBECK 
lars, post-free, on 
FRANC 


ACK, with full particu- 
lication. 
RAVENSOROFT, Manager. 


Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.0, ” 
Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C, 


| Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions, 


DIRECTORS: 
Crtarrman—JouN B. Martin, Esq. 
DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—HENRY JOHN NORMAN, Esq, 
Henry Bonham - Carter, | John Hunter, Esq. 


Esq. George Lake, Esq. 
Wm. Hill Dawson. Esq. | Rt. Hon. G. J. Sha 
Charles F. Devas, Esq. Lefevre, 


Granville F. R. Farquhar, Begumont W. Lubbos 


sq. 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. | Dav id Powell, Esq. ; 
James Goodson, Esq, Augustus Prevost, Esq, 
John J. Hamilton, Esq. John G. Talbot, Esq, ! 
Thomson Hankey, Esq. M. 

Richard M. Harvey, Esq. Henry Vigne, Esq. 
ACTUARY AND SECRETARY—T. G. C. Browne, 
MANAGER OF FIRE DEPARTMENT—A. J, Relton, 

| Share Capital at present paid up and in- 

vested cccersccecncessesese £1,000,08 
Total Funds w wards op Rs «- 4,179,000) 
Total Annual Income OVEL .cssecseseseeseee 850,000 


N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at LADY-DAY 
should be renewed at the Head Office, or ber, the 
| Agents, on or before the ‘9th day of APRIL 


ee FIRE | INSURANCE CUM. 


Estatlisbed 1808. 
| 41, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22 Pall Mall, 8.W. © 
| Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, "£300,008 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E, COZENS sare. 
_General Manager. 


r ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, includ 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, B 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, # 
published on the first day of each month, and may 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheaps: 
£.C., or will be sent by post in return for two stam oe 
Particulars for insertica should be received not later 
four days previous to the end of the preceding month, 


ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND 
to announce that their Sales by Auction 
| baggee Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Sto 
pon ny on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursd 
8. 
"The attention of Solicitors, Executo: 
and others is particularly called to this ‘ready 
for the disposal of Property of deceased and 0 


uence of the frequency of their 
D. are enabled to include large or 6 
quantities at short notice (if required). 
Sales of Furniture held at seivate houses. 
Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (estab 
1793), 38 and 39, church-street, E.0. 
Messrs, Johnson & Dymond beg to notify _ 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel. 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Os 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the 
Saturday excepted). _—- 


U#NISE we HUUSES or APAB! 


MOEDER’S 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1868 
Furnish direct from the Manufacturer, from £10 


h pri N extra charge for time given. 
eal Cas ss ces. No 8 opinions, ~ 


| UARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFIOE, 
| 
| 
| 
| 

















EDE R 248, 249. ° 250, Toitenham-court-rd. W 
| MO x te ‘J LY. 
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. Shaws 
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£ 1,000,000 
4,179,000 
850,000 


YY-DAY 
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CUM- 
1,5.W. 

£300,000 
0. 
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